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CURRENT TOPICS. 


. 


Ow Toxspay tast, Mr. Justice Pzanson, in alluding to the state 
of the business in his court, mentioned that there are 100 adjourned 
mmonses now waiting to be heard by him, all of which have 
mulated since the 28rd of January. He said that he did not see 
the business of the court was to be disposed of. He added 
he was about to consult his chief clerks with reference to the 
ourned summonses, and that when he had done so, he should 
tion the matter again in court, with the view of obtaining 
ome assistance from the Bar. Mr. Cooxson, Q.C., in reply to his 
ordship, suggested that it would probably be found that many of 
> summonses are originating summonses, taken out since the new 
practice in order to settle questions of will construction, and that 
amonses of this nature are not entitled to any precedence, but 
puld come on for hearing in the orderin which administration actions, 
which they are now substituted, would formerly have done. 
the subject was referred to again on Wednesday, when his lordship 
i that he had suggested to his chief clerks that the adjourned 
monses might be classified under three heads—viz., originating 
immonses, summonses as to practice or procedure, and what might 
@ called money summonses. He did not see why summonses, 
fhich are really in the nature of actions, should be entitled to pre- 
@ience. At the same time, he was satisfied that delay in the 
ring of adjourned summonses produced great injustice, and he 
hought that if all the adjourned summonses indiscriminately were 
aeed in the list of non-witness actions, there would be a great 
erease in the number of such summonses, many of which would 
en be taken out merely for the purpose of delay. When he had 
rtained something about the nature of the summonses which 
ere waiting for hearing, he should desire to confer with the leaders 
his court as to the best mode of dealing with them. His lord- 
ip also stated that he intends in the Easter Sittings to give a 
iderable time to the hearing of non-witness actions. 





‘Tuere seems to be a considerable lack of common sense among 
doorkeepers who control the right to admission to the courts at 
b Royal Courts of Justice. Last November it was attempted to 
Jude from the Central Hall, at the ceremony of the procession of 
i® judges, counsel in forensic costume who had not obtained 
ikets, but the restriction had to be withdrawn. Ever since 
vember there have been at intervals complaints that solicitors, 
Wing occasion to visit the courts for business purposes, have been 
sed admittance ; and the correspondence which has appeared in 
columns shows the great inconvenience which is thus occasioned. 
sitors not engaged in the cases being tried have necessarily 
ment occasion to go into court in order to speak to officials, or 
hsel, or other solicitors, who happen to be in court; and it isin 
highest degree absurd that they should be excluded. There 
ast have been some strange misapprehension of orders on the 
& of the doorkeepers, for it is impossible to imagine that the 
orities can intend the exclusion from the courts of persons 
ao are certainly less likely than any other class to visit them for 
fposes of mere curiosity. 








nonsuit, on the ground that there was no evidence of speci 
damage, and it is no doubt settled law that without such evidence 
no action lies for an irregular distress (see Rodgers v. Parker, 18 
Cr Brtt2). “But the court” (Loré-@orenrmer, C.J., and Cave, J.) 
reversed this decision, and directed judgment to be entered for 
certain agreed damages to the amount of £17. This decision 
seems to be correct. The lodger was entitled to some damages, on 
the ground that he had been deprived, by the irregular act of the 
party distraining, of his right to take advantage of the Lodgers’ 
Goods Protection Act, and recover the goods seized in specie forth- 
with. No time is limited by the Act within which the lodger 
must make and serve the statutory declaration, and he is entitled to 
assume that the landlord will at least postpone a sale until the 
expiration of the statutory five days. 





A aqvxstion of considerable importance in licensing law was 
raised on Saturday last,in Reg. v. Justices of Exeter. By section 
42 of the Licensing Act, 1872, it is provided, amongst other things, 
that the justices shall not receive any evidence with t to the 
renewal of a licence which is not given on oath. In the case in 
question, the unsworn statement of a superintendent of police had 
been heard by the justices, and also the statements of the applicant 
himself, and it was strongly put for the justices that it was in con- 
sequence of these latter statements only that the renewal was refused. 
The court (Lord Coreriner, C.J., and Witt1aMs, J.) eventually de- 
cided that the renewal ought to have been granted, on the ground 


that no notice of objection had been given; but, in the course of. 


the argument, Lord Cotzrmer, C.J., commented strongly upon the 
justices having heard unsworn evidence, and it is perfectly clear that 
for pootine to hear unsworn evidence, from a person other than the 
applicant for the licence, is in direct contravention of the statute. 
It may, perhaps, be doubted, however, whether the statements or 
admissions of the applicant himself are ‘‘ evidence” within the 
meaning of the statute. The applicant, if summoned, is bound to 
attend for the purpose of answering any questions which the jus- 
tices may choose to ask, and the ‘‘ evidence” which is spoken of 
in the section seems to be the formal evidence tendered by the party 
opposing the renewal. Grammatically, however, the statements of 
the applicant are evidence, end it would not, we think, be safe to 
refuse to renew a licence, in cases where the applicant,makes any 
statement, without having first put the applicant on his oath. 





WE recentty referred to the decision of Mr. Justice Marnew, 


at chambers, that the provisions of ord. 3, r. 6, do not apply to ,) 


the recovery of land by a mortgagee against a mortgagor under an 
attornment clause in the mortgage deed, on the ground that the 
mortgagee claims possession, not as landlord, but as mortgagee. 
This has always appeared to us to be a very narrow view of the 


rule ; and it will be seen from the report of Daubuz and others | 


v. Lavington, which we print elsewhere, that Mr. Justice Fretp has 
dissented from this doctrine, and has held that a writ may be 


specially indorsed in an action eae 
gagee against a mortgagor who ™m an é mo 
gagee, and ane bees lrenlicneab pee named By we P quit, 
notwithstanding that the attornment clause provided that the ten- 
ancy might be determined without notice to quit. The view 
taken by Mr. Justice Frexp is summed up in the following extract 


| from his decision :—‘‘I think that the fact that there exists a con- 


IMPORTANT QUESTION upon the Lodgers’ Goods Protection Act 


decided by the Queen’s Bench Division, on the 21st ult., in 
harp v. eer 

had been seized for rent due to the superior landlord, and 
id before the expiration of the five days limited by the Statute 


and another. The plaintiff was a lodger, whose | 


] 
! 


‘tract between these parties, as between mortgagee and mortgagor, 


does not prevent another contract being superadded as between 
landlord and tenant. . . It seems to me that, according to 
the construction contended for on behalf of the defendant, no effect 
whatever is to be given to this contract of tenancy. I cannot 
myself doubt that the mortgagee is in this case a ord, and 


Villiam and Mary. The county court judge had directed a that the mortgagor is his tenant; and that the tenancy has been 
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duly determined by notice to quit.” That certainly appears to us 
to be the reasonable view of the matter. A point arises as to the 
notice to quit which should be given by the mortgagee, in order to 
bring himself within the terms of ord, 3, r./6, which enables ,a 
writ to be specially indorsed in an action for the recovery of 
land “by a landlord against a tenant whose term’ has expired, or 
has been duly determined by notice to quit.’’ Will a day’s notice 
to quit suffice, or must the notice be of the length required by law 
in the absence of express contract? We are informed that the 
notice in the recent case was to quit “ forthwith.” 





Tue case of Saunders v. Teape and Swan, recently decided by 
the Queen’s Bench Division on appeal from a county court, raised 
a somewhat grotesque question of law. The plaintiff, a labourer, 
was employed in digging a hole in the garden of a house adjoining 
Tearr’s garden, and separated therefrom by a wall only three feet 

The defendant, Trarz, kept three dogs which were out under 

the care of the defendant, Swan. The plaintiff was in the hole in a 
bent attitude, when one of these dogs, which was a large New- 
foundland dog, jumped over the wall and fell into the hole upon 
the neck or back of the plaintiff, causing him the injuries for 
which he sued. The county court judge nonsuited the plaintiff, 
and the Divisional Court confirmed his ruling. The Lord Chief 
Justice appears to have treated the contention of the plaintiff's 
counsel - that the defendant, Tzarz, was liable for the acts of the 
dogs as an absurdity, but if the matter were res integra we must 
confess we do not see any such great absurdity in the case. It 
must be admitted, however, that the matter cannot, at the present 
day, be dealt with solely on grounds of expediency or reason, and 
that a long course of decisions has established distinctions whieh 
eannot now be disregarded. The Queen’s Bench Division were, no 
doubt, compelled to give effect to those decisions. But, although 
certain points have been decided, the general principles that govern 
the liability of owners of animals for the acts of such animals have 
never been so clearly elucidated as might be desired. It would 
that the question of liability for acts of trespass on realty by 
animals does not stand entirely on the same footing as the question 
of liability for acts of animals causing personal injuries. It would 
seem, as far as one can judge from ancient dicta, that with regard 
to trespasses to realty the original notion was that dogs being in 
general harmless, but wandering animals, it would not be reason- 
able to make their owners responsible for every act of trespass com- 
mitted by them, whereas it was otherwise of animals such as oxen 
er horses. But with regard to trespasses to the person, apart from 
to realty, the question seems to be somewhat different. 

It would seem that in these cases, both with regard to cattle and 
dogs, to support an action proof must be given that the animal was 
mischievous to the knowledge of the defendant. It does not appear 
that any question of trespass to realty arose in the case we are dis- 
cussing.. It would rather appear that the plaintiff was a labourer 
employed in the defendant’s neighbour’s garden. It is clear if the 
dog had jumped over and bitten him he could not have recovered 
without proof of the scienter or knowledge that the animal was of 
a mischievous disposition. Could it be put higher if the dog had 
jumped over and instead of biting him had knocked him down? 
if not, does the fact of the accident arising from the dog 
falling into the pit instead of colliding with the plaintiff while 
standing above ground make any difference? We cannot see how 
it does. If it were not for previous decisions, however, we are not 
at all convinced that, as a matter of abstract justice, it is so absurd 
that a man should be responsible for keeping his dogs from doing 
damage, whether to his knowledge mischievous or not. What is 
the proper test of mischievousness for this purpose? When a big, 
powerful animal like a mastiff or Newfoundland dog knocks down 
or falls on a man and breaks his bones, it is very immaterial to the 
who is injured whether the dog did it in innocent play and 
ghtheartne or because he was of a mischievous disposition. 
he question, as it seems to us, ought, in justice, to be whether the 
animal is, from its general character, likely to be in fact danger- 
ous, not. whether the mischief proceeded from a mischievous dis- 
position or not in the particular animal ; and, if so, it would appear 
us to be equitable that the person who keeps such an animal for 
bis lear or profit should be responsible for not preventing him 
ym doing mischief. The truth is that our old law on the subject is 
(eo yndiscriminating. For instance, it puts all dogs in the seme 








category as if they were for this ta pa essentially similar ; anit 
a lady’s lap-dog was like a boar-hound or mastiff, strong enough to 
encounter a powerful wild beast. ' 





THERE Is No Power vested in the Lord Chancellor to direct by a 
general order that the courts shall be closed on any day appointed 
for sittings by R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 63, r.1. There would seem, 
however, to be nothing to prevent an individual judge, if he finds 
it consistent with his duty, to close his court on suitable occasions, 
It is announced, by what authority we know not, that all the 
courts in the Royal Courts of Justice will be closed on Saturday, 
the day appointed for the funeral of the Duke of Atsany. The 
announcement can be nothing more than a statement of what is 
expected. 





Upon tHe peat of the Duke of Atsany, the two annuities of 
£15,000 and £10,000, respectively authorized to be granted by 37 
& 38 Vict. c. 65, and 45 & 46 Vict. c. 5, cease; but, under section 
3 of the last-mentioned Act, her Majesty is empowered by letters 
patent, under the Great Seal, to grant. to the Duchess of Axsavyy, 
in case of her surviving her husband, an annuity of £6,000, to com- 
mence from the death of the Duke, and to continue thenceforth 
during the life of the Duchess. 








THE EFFECT OF A DELIVERY ORDER.AS 
A DOCUMENT OF TITLE. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of Coventry, 
Sheppard, § Co. v. The Great Hastern Railway Company (L. BR. 
11 Q. B. D. 776) is one of considerable interest and importance t¢ 
the mercantile community. The case presents, to our mind, 
features of some difficulty, though the court, to judge from the 
report, does not seem to have found much trouble in disposing of 
it. As is often the case, the difficulty is not so much with regard 
to abstract legal principles as with regard to their application te 
the particular facts, and with regard to the effect of particular 
mercantile instruments. 

The facts, as we understand them, were, in substance, as fol- 
lows :—The defendants, a railway company, received a consignment 
of wheat in sacks, which was duly conveyed to its destination, 
The defendants having issued a form of delivery order, specifying 
the number of the sacks and giving the numbers of the trucks on 
which they were, the parties at whose order the wheat was appear 
to have filled up the delivery order with the name of one B. as the 
person to whom the wheat was to be delivered, and, having signed 
the order, to have then handed it to B. B. obtained from the 
plaintiffs an advance of money upon this delivery order, which was 
lodged with and accepted by the defendants. The wheat not being 
removed from the station, the defendants subsequently sent to B 
an advice note, stating that the wheat was lying at their station to 
his order, and to such advice note a form of delivery order was 
appended, in which the wheat was, by mistake, so described as to 
make it appear that the order related to a different consignment of 
wheat from that described in the first-mentioned delivery order: 
B. filled up this second delivery order with the name of the plain- 
tiffs, and obtained a further advance upon it, the plaintiffs supposing 
that it related to another consignment of wheat. This order was 
also lodged with and accepted by the defendants. B. becoming 
insolvent, the plaintiffs tried to realize these securities, when the 
mistake was discovered. It was held that the plaintiffs were 
entitled to recover the loss that they sustained in respect of the 
advances made to B: on the second delivery order. 

The deeision- appears to be put on the ground of estoppel. 
Reference was made to the various propositions with regard to 
estoppel in pais that are enunciated in Carr v. London and North- 
Western Railway Company (L. R. 10 C. P. 307). | In that ease the 
present Master of the Rolls, then Mr. Justice Brett, enunciated 
three propositions as the result of the authorities—first, that 
where one party, either in express terms or by conduct, makes 8 
representation to another of the existence of a certain state of facts 
which he intends to be acted upon in a certain way, and it is acted 
upon in that way, in the belief of the existence of such a state of 
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facts, to the damage of him who so believes and acts, the first 
party is estopped from denying the existence of sucha state of facts ; 
secondly, that where one party, whatever his real meaning may 
be, so conducts himself that a reasonable man would take his con- 
duct to mean a certain representation of facts, and that it wasa 
true representation, and that the latter was intended to act upon 
it in a particular way, and he, with such belief, does act in that 
way to his damage, the first party is estopped from denying that 
the facts were as represented ; thirdly, that where, in the transac- 
tion which is in dispute, one has led another into the belief of a 
certain state of facts by conduct of culpable negligence calculated 
to have that result, and such culpable negligence has been the proxi- 
mate cause of leading, and has led, the other to act by mistake 
upon such belief to his prejudice, the party guilty of such negli- 
gence cannot be heard afterwards, as against the other, to show that 
the state of facts referred to did not exist. 

To frame abstract propositions in relation to legal matters is a 
somewhat ticklish matter. There are, no doubt, cases in which 
these propositions are applicable and true, but, as with all other 
propositions to be applied in relation to practical matters, there is 
much difficulty very often in saying whether a particular case 
really falls within them. It is obvious, to our mind, that the pro- 
positions with regard to representations by words or conduct 
amounting to an estoppel were originally framed with reference to 
eases where a representation has been made by one of two parties 
toa transaction to the other. The difficult question in the case 
we are discussing is whether any representation can be said to 
have been made by the railway company to the plaintiffs, or 
whether it can be said that the railway company intended or so 
acted that the plaintiffs might reasonably consider that they 
intended that the plaintiffs should advance money to B. on the 
faith of the existence of a second consignment. All the railway 
company did was to advise B. of goods being at their station to 
his order, and give him the usual form of delivery order. So far, 
there is no transaction between the plaintiffs and the railway com- 
pany atall. We are not discussing what might have been the 
effect of the acceptance by the defendants of the second delivery 
order if the court had thought that the plaintiffs had been led to 
alter their position by such acceptance, because, the money being 
advanced to B. before the delivery order was lodged, the court 
thought it was already irrecoverably lost, so that the fact of the 
acceptance by the defendants of the second delivery order could 
not be considered as having led the plaintiffs to change their 
position. 

We must say that we feel considerable doubt whether the case 
really falls within either of the first two propositions above 
mentioned, because, not only to our mind is it doubtful whether 
there can be said to have been any representation at all in the sense 
i which the word is used in those propositions, but the essential 
feature of all the cases with reference to which those propositions 
were originally devised is wanting—viz., knowledge or contempla- 
tion of the fact that the plaintiff is changing, or is about to change, 
his position on the faith of the representation. Then does the case 
fall within the class of cases included by the third proposition— 
viz., where there is an estoppel by reason of a party having been 
led into the belief of the existence of certain facts through the 
culpable negligence of another, and having changed his position for 
the worse, acting on such belief? Now, we cannot see why, in 
this point of view, the case should be put as one of estoppel. 
Why should it not be put in the simple form of an action for 
damages sustained through the defendant’s negligence? It. is 
obvious that, for certain purposes, there is no estoppel. Suppose, 
for instance, detinue were brought for the goods, and re-delivery 
m specie claimed. But the question at once arises, Where is the 
duty? It seems to us that this is the pinch of the case. The 
Master of the Rolls, in giving judgment, seems to us to treat this 
point somewhat meagrely. He says :—‘‘ Now, were the defendants 
guilty of culpable negligence? It is true that there can be no 
negligence unless there be a duty, but here the documents have a 
certain mercantile meaning attached to them, and therefore the 
defendants owed a duty to merchants and persons likely to deal with 
the documents.” We feel some difficulty with regard to the doctrine 
which is thus curtly indicated. It seems, however, to come 
fo this. There being a known practice to advance money 
on the faith of a delivery order as if it was an indicium 





not to give a delivery order to any person representing 
goods that they had not got in their possession, because 
such person might fraudulently sign it and obtain an advance 
of money thereon. Worked out in detail, the steps of the argument 
appear to be these. It is clear, if warehousemen, wharfingers, and 
other mercantile bailees are in the habit of issuing a class of docu- 
ment which purports to be an indicium of title to goods jn their 
custody given by such bailees, and any such bailees issued such a 
document without having the corresponding goods, they would be 
liable to a pledgee of the document as representing the goods. 
Then the minor premiss has to be that a delivery order is an 
indicium of title to the goods as against the bailee. But there is 
where, to our mind, the difficulty arises. As we understand it, 
the delivery order does not per se purport to be an indiciwm or 
document of title to the goods given by the bailee. It is an order 
by another upon the bailee. For convenience, no doubt, a form 
giving the description of the goods to be delivered is sometimes, as 
in the present case, furnished by the bailee, but the document has 
no operative effect as an instrument until executed by the 
ordering delivery. Its effect as a representation by the bailee that 
the goods are in the hands of the bailee is merely incidental. It 
is the result, not of the legal operation of the instrument, so much 
as of an inference of fact drawn by the person before whom the 
instrument comes that, if the goods were not there, the instrument 
would not have been issued. We think it may fairly be said that 
a document of this sort cannot have been originally intended as an 
indicium of title by the bailee. But it is said that, whatever its 
intention or purport, the fact is that the mercantile practice is te 
treat it as such, and the question is, whether that fact being known 
to the bailee really converts it into an indicium of title issued by 
the bailee as such. The case is thus only one more instance of 
the tendency of mercantile practice to aberration from logical legal 
principles.” 
The flexibility of what is called mercantile law is sometimes 
much vaunted by those who profess themselves experts in this par- 
ticular branch, but we are sometimes disposed to question whether, 
if the law had not been so ready to yield to the illogical practices 
of commercial men, mercantile practice would not have accommo- 
dated itself to the law with great advantage to both. Documents 
would then have meant what they said, for men would have been 
compelled to say therein what they mean. To take the present 
instance: if the law refused to treat an. instrument purporting te 
be a mere advice note and order for delivery by the signer of such 
order as a representation by the party ordered to deliver that he has 
the goods, mercantile men ‘would probably alter their practice—et 
any rate, they could no longer assert that in advancing money on 
such a document they acted on a representation by the bailee. But 
though we must admit to a certain reluctance in accepting this 
decision, we are far from saying that-the decision may not be 
correct according to the existing tendencies of mercantile law. 
There has been a continual struggle on the part of mereantile men 
to put a variety of documents, such as dock warrants, wharfingers’ 
certificates, and delivery orders, on the same footing with bills of 
lading as indicia of title. And the Factors Acts do, no doubt, 
for some purposes, carry out this view. We are disposed to think 
that where a document is inits nature an indicium or acknowledg- 
ment of title issued by the bailee, which, by mercantile practice, 
represents the goods, the principle of the decision we are dis- 
cussing must be correct ; but the question is whether the delivery 
order in the particular case was such an indicium or acknowledg- 
ment. There are a number of cases in which the effect of dock 
warrants, and other such documents, as symbolical of the goods 
they represent, have been discussed, and the subj a 
treated of in Benjamin on Sales. Space forbids any dealing 
the subject in detail. But it appears to us that the decision we 
have referred to is an important decision, as. tending to carry out 
the mercantile view of the effect of these instruments. 
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SUITORS’ FUNDS IN COURT. 


Tue working of the new Pay Office Rules, known officially as the 
Supreme Court (Funds) Rules, 1884, which came into operation on 
the 1st of March, will be watched with interest by those who 
have paid any attention to the important, though somewhat 
formidable, subject of suitors’ funds in court, and the manner in 
which they are administered. The object of the new rules is to 
simplify and render more expeditious the process of paying money 
into, and receiving money out of, court, and to assimilate, as far 
as possible, the method of procedure in the three divisions of the 
High Court. We have already stated fully the nature of the 
leading changes effected as regards chancery funds, but it may be 
interesting to glance at the history of suitors’ funds in chancery, 
and to notice briefly the various steps which have, from time to 
time, been taken by the Legislature with the view of furthering 
the interests of suitors, and, during the last few years, with the 
ho agg of utilizing the moneys which would otherwise have lain 
idle for the benefit of the national revenue; and also to add a 

survey of the effect of the new regulations on suitors’ 
funds in court in all the divisions. 


In former times, the several masters of the Court of Chancery 
had the custody of all moneys and effects deposited in court in the 
suits referred to them, and the usher took charge of any property 
brought into court in suits which had not been referred to one of 
the fnasters. The usher and the masters were responsible for what 
they received, but, until they were ordered by the court to dis- 
tribute the money in their hands, they employed it for their own 
benefit. This practice continued till the failure of the South Sea 
Scheme, when it was found that several of the masters were 
unable to comply with the direction of the court, their defaults 
amounting to upwards of £100,000. Various precautions were 
then taken to prevent the recurrence of such a disaster. Amongst 
other regulations, each master was directed by an order of the 
Lord Chancellor to procure a chest, in which he was to deposit all 
moneys and securities in his hands belonging to suitors. The 
chests were then locked and left in the custody of the Bank of 
England. This plan did not last long. By the rules of the Bank 
of England, the vault where the chests were kept could not be 
opened unless two of the directors were present with their keys, 
and thus considerable trouble was occasioned whenever any of the 
chests had to be opened to deliver out the. effects of the suitors, 
Accordingly, on the 26th of May, 1725, a general order was made 
by the Lords Commissioners for the custody of the Great Seal, 
which directed that the money and effects of the suitors should be 
taken from the masters’ chests, and given into the custody of the 
bank. By another general order, made six months afterwards, 
the plan was extended to moneys and effects in the custody of the 
usher of the court. These general orders were incorporated in, 
and confirmed by, the 12 G:o. 1, c. 32, the Act which created the 
important office of Accuuntant-General. 

Thirteen years later, an Act was passed (12 Geo. 2, c. 24) by 
which the Court of Chancery was authorized to lay out in Govern- 
ment securities a sum not exceeding £35,000, part of the then 
unemployed cash balance, and, out of the interest arising from the 
investment, to pay the Accountant-General and his clerks certain 
fixed salaries in lieu of fees, the surplus interest being treated as 
part of the suitors’ common fund and general cash. This was 
accordingly done. As, however, the business of the Court of 

increased, the unemployed cash belonging to the suitors 
continued to accumulate in the bank, and repeated investments of 
the surplus were made from time to time. In each case, however, 
antil 1838, the investment was authorized by a separate Act of the 
Legislature, but in that year, by the 1 & 2 Vict. c. 54, a general 
authority was given to the Lord Chancellor to order the placing 
out on Government securities, from time to time, of such portions of 
the suitors’ cash lying unemployed at the bank as he might deem 
expedient. ; 

It was not, however, until the year 1869 that any attempt was 
made KA the Legislature to deal with suitors’ funds in chancery as 
a ¢; but, by an Act passed in that year, the Government 
a ae the lesser funds in the Court of Chancery, and, by 

cery Funds Act, 1872, the same thing was done with the 
larger funds which still remained under the control of the 
Accoun‘ant-General. These funds, according to a parliamentary 





return made in March, 1872, amounted to no less than 
£60,425,400 5s. 6d. The Act of 1872 abolished the office of 
Accountant-General altogetker, and transferred his functions to the 
office of the Paymaster-General, whilst it entirely re-arranged the 
business of the department. Prior to 1872 the suitor had the 
option of letting his money remain in the hands of the Accountant- 
General, or of having it invested at his qwn risk. The Act of 
1872 rendered the Consolidated Fund liable to make good all 
money and securities in court, and thus gave the suitor the security 
of the Government for the investment of his money, the Government 
paying interest at the fixed rate of two per cent. The Chancellor 
of the Exchequer was thus enabled, by putting out the money at 
three and a half per cent., to make an annual profit of £15,000 on 
every £1,000,000 of suitors’ funds invested. Since 1872 funds in 
chancery, though nominally standing to the credit of the Paymaster- 
General, have been administered by the Assistant Paymaster- 
General, known as the Chancery Paymaster. 

Hitherto we have only spoken of suitors’ funds in what is now 
the Chancery Division of the High Court. Suitors’ funds in what 
are now the Queen’s Bench Division and the Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Division have never accumulated to any considerable 
extent. Consequently, until last year it was not considered neces- 
sary for the Legislature to interfere in the management of these 
departments. Even after the fusion of the three common law 
divisions into the Queen’s Bench Division, and down to the passing 
of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, money paid into court 
was kept by the masters at private banks. The Rules of the 
Supreme Court, 18838, provided that money paid into court in the 
Queen’s Bench Division should be paid into the Law Courts Branch 
of the Bank of England to the credit of the masters. As regards 
the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division the practice has been 
for the money to be paid, in admiralty proceedings, to the Bank of 
England to the account of the admiralty accountant; and, in pro- 
bate and divorce proceedings, to the Bank of England to the credit 
of the registrars of the Probate Registry. 

In 1883, the passing of the Supreme Court (Funds, &c.) Act 
effected a very important change in the mode of administering suitors’ 
funds in court. By this Act the several accounting departments of 
the divisions of the High Court were consolidated into one account- 
ing department or pay office, under the Paymaster-General. As 
regards funds in the Chancery Division, this Act provided that the 
Paymaster-General should take the place of the former Chancery 
Paymaster, and that, as regards funds in the other two divisions, 
the Lord Chancellor and the Treasury should have power by order 
to direct that all funds in these divisions should be transferred to 
the credit of the Paymaster-General. This order was duly made 
and took effect on the last day of February of the present year. 
On the following day the Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1884, which 
establish the practice in, and provide for the administration of, the 
new Pay Office, came into operation. 

The general object of the new rules is to render the method of 
procedure in the Pay Office as simple and expeditious as possible. 
The most important changes are those which relate to the forms of 
Chancery Money Orders and the practice in carrying them out. 
The great feature of the new system is the providing for the 
financial department a document complete in itself and distinct 
from the original order. Instead of the original order being taken 
to the Pay Office every time it is to be acted upon, as has formerly 
been the practice, the original order, with its schedules, which 
contain in a tabular form all the financial part of the order, is 
delivered to the party having the conduct of the proceedings, 
whilst an official copy of the order and schedules is transmitted to 
the paymaster. Under ordinary circumstances, according to the 
new system, the paymaster does not see the original order at all, 
but acts solely on the schedules in his custody. 

In the Queen’s Bench Division the only changes that have been 
effected are those that have been rendered necessary by the transfer 
of the suitors’ money to the Paymaster-General. In this division 
money paid into court is often small in amount and is only paid in 
for a very short period. Consequently, the money is taken direct 
to the bank, without any application being made to the Pay Office 
for a direction. Payment out of court in this division under the 
new system is effected by the party entitled to payment applying 
for it at the Pay Office, and leaving there the office copy of the 
order entitling him to payment, when he receives a cheque oF 
direction for payment. Tn the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
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Division, under the new system, the person desiring to lodge 
money obtains from the registry a requisition to the bank to receive 
the money. This is taken to the bank and the money is lodged 
there, and a notification of the lodgment is transmitted by the Pay 
Office to the registry. A person desiring to receive money out of 
court takes the order to the Pay -Office, and obtains there the 
cheque or direction for payment. 








REVIEWS. 


MORTGAGES. 


Tae LAW OF MORTGAGE AND OTHER SECURITIES UPON PROPERTY. 
By WiLu1AM RIcHARD FIsuHER, Barrister-at-Law. Fourtn EpI- 
TION. Butterworths. . 


Practitioners will be glad to see the two volumes of the last edition 
of Fisher combined in this edition in one handsome volume; and we 
hope the example thus set will be followed in the case of certain 
other standard works. It is very troublesome to have the table of 
cases in one volume and the index in another. We may add, while 
on the subject of the mechanical part of the work before us, that the 
type of the new edition is extremely good, and that the wide margins 
area very desirable arrangement in a standard work which is sure to 
receive a considerable amount of ‘ noting up.” 

The characteristics of Mr. Fisher’s work are by this time tolerably 
wellknown. It is very accurate, precise, and cautious in statement ; 

helpful in the way of clear enunciation of principle ; original in 
the sense of being throughout the result of careful consideration and 
thorough li of the subject, and extremely complete, em- 
bracing the law relating to every kind of securities upon property. 
We have sometimes felt a little disposed to complain of a lack of 
criticism of decisions and legislative provisions, resulting, no doubt, 
mainly from the author’s laudable love of terseness. en, how- 
ever, a book has obtained the reputation of Fisher, an expression of 
author’s opinion is often of value both to practitioners and also to 
judges, 
the important changes effected by the Conveyancing Act, 1881. The 
remarkable language and provisions of that Act have stimulated Mr. 
Fisher in several places to unusually lively remonstrance. Thus, 
with regard to section 67, relating to the notice to be given on a sale 
by a mortgagee under the implied power given by the Act, Mr. 
Fisher says (p. 465), ‘‘ The provisions of this section are cumbrous 
and inartificial. . The provision that the notice shall be good, 
notwithstanding that any person to be affected by it is unborn, is a 
solecism which should not have been allowed to appear even in an Act 
of Parliament.” And with regard to section 30, as to trust and 
mortgage estates, he remarks (p. 967) that, ‘‘ notwithstanding the 
singular verbosity of the first clause [of the section], it fails to hit the 
case of the exercise of the powers by more than one, but less than all, 
of several joint personal representatives. But the last sentence of 
the clause is probably comprehensive enough to make the defect 
unimportant, and shows the uselessness of too many words.” As 
regards decisions, however, we are still disposed to regret a little the 
reticence of the author. We find, for instance, the effect of the cases 
of Sutton v. Sutton (31 W. R. 369, L. R. 22 Ch. D. 511) and Heath v. 
Pugh (30 W. R. 553, L. R. 7 App. Cas. 235) simply stated, without 
any expression of opinion as to the singular constructions applied to 
the Statutes of Limitation in those cases. Another small ground of 
complaint is that the effect of decisions is not always quite adequately 
stated under the head where it would naturally be looked for. Thus, 
under the head of ‘‘ Merger of Securities,” at p. 768, the effect of 
European Central Railway Company (25 W. R. 92, L. R. 4 Ch. D. 33), 
and Po pple v. Sylvester (31 W.R. 116, L, R, 22 Ch. D. 98), is muc 
less definitely stated than at p. 892, under the head of “ Interest on 
Judgment Debts.” 

It is scarcely necessary to say that all the recent cases directl 
| on the subject for which we have looked are to be found 
noticed in this edition; but we find no reference to the decision 
of the Court of ae in Wigney v. Wigney (30 W. R. 722, L. R. 
7 P. D. 177), which certainly deserves notice as showing the risks to 
which a mortgagee who lends money on the security of the life 
interest of a husband, taken under a marriage settlement, is subject, 
such mortgage, in case of a dissolution of the marriage, apparently 


depending for its validity upon the discretion of the judge of the | p 
Divorce Oo i 


vo urt. These, however, are small matters; as re; this 
edition in general, we think that it will well maintain the high repu- 
tation which the book has attained. 





BUILDING SOCIEHIES, 


Tae LAw anp Practice or Bumprna AND LAND SOcIETIES IN 
ScoTLAND, AND IRELAND, INCLUDING THE LAW OF 


ENGLAND, 


We certainly cannot find any fault on this score as regards | J 


Co-oPERATIVE Buripine Societies. By Henry F. A. Davis, 


Solicitor. Turrp Epirion. Henry ‘ 

This really valuable treatise is remarkable, in the first place, as 
being the production of a writer who is in active practice as a 
country solicitor. The papers which are read at the annual provincial 
meetings of the Incorporated Law Society show, if any f were 
needed, how many country solicitors there are who could, if they 
would, make valuable contributions to literature, but their in- 
cessant daily tasks disincline them from the exertion of producing a 
book, unless, as fortunately happens to be the case with Mr. Davis, 
they have a strong personal interest in a particular branch of law. 
In the next place, the work before us is, in point of literary merit, con- 
siderably above the average of legal treatises. The style is easy, and 
the arrangement of the subject unexceptionuble. And, in the last place, 
the book is thoroughly i No one, whether lawyer or layman, 
will fail to find the information he wants as to the formation, con- 
stitution, government, or rights of members of building societies, 
whether such information is to be derived from decisions, or statute, 
or from the practice of the societies. 

The cases which have occurred since the publication of the last 
edition of the book are not very numerous, but they have been col- 
lected from all the series of reports with great care, and their effect 
is very well given. The circumstance that the extracts from judg- 
ments and statements of facts are sometimes more lengthy than is 
pe in the a. law ry is, no rer to the wae Gn 

t the work is likely to largely used by persons who have no 
means of access to legal libraries. One of the most remarkable of the 
decisions since the last edition is that of Jones v. Swansea Cambrian 
Benefit Building Society (29 W. R. 382), that the Companies Acts,’ 
1862 and 1867, apply to the winding up of building societies under the 
Act of 1874. Section 32 of the Act of 1874 provides that a society, 
under that Act, may terminate (among other modes), ‘‘by winding up,” 
but the Act does not mention or incorporate the Companies Acts, 
while the Industrial Provident Societies Act (39 & 40 Vict. c. 45) does 
expressly make the provisions of the ear ra Act, 1862, applicable 

t 


to the winding up of societies under Act. Nevertheless the 
Common Pleas Division held that the Companies Act oe to the 
winding up of a building society.. We think Mr. Davis is fully 


in the remark in his note, that “this is a rather re- 
markable instance of legislatidén by decision of the courts.” With 
regard to the important question whether an incorporated oe 
society can maintain an action upon the covenants in the me 
a member of the society, or whether the society can only enforce 
security by sale or reference under the Act, as to which the opinions 
of the two divisions of the Court of A seem to be in conflict 
(Hack v. London Provident Building Society, 31 W. R. 392, and The 
Municipal Building Society v. Kent, not yet. reported; both of which 
cases, it is stated, are now on appeal before the House of Lords), 
Mr. Davis, in his preface, ex some rise that the doctrine 
of Mulkern v. Lor R. 4 App. Cas. 182) not been followed. 
The answer is to be found in the ae ge enunciated opinion of the 
late Master cf*the Rolls, that it is the duty of a court to find out 
what an Act of Parliament means, and not to embarrass itself with 
previous decisions on former Acts; and in the circumstance 
under the Act of 1874, the whole machinery of arbitration has been 
altered so as to provide for questions of law being properly arbitrated. 
There is, in our opinion, a — deal to be said for the judgment in 
Hack’s case, but the doctrine laid down is, no doubt, very inconvenient 
in practice. 

r. Davis has considerably enlarged the part of his book which re- 
lates to co-operative building and land societies under the Act of 
1876; dealing with the nature of their business, their formation and 
registration, incidents of existence, rights and liabilities of members, 
and winding up, in the same clear and complete manner as is adopted 
with regard to other building societies. 


BANKRUPTCY. 
THE LAW AND PRACTICE IN BANKRUPTCY: COMPRISING THE BANK- 
ruptTcy Act, 1883; THE DEesTors Acts, 1869, 1878; AND THE 
Bits oF Sane Acts, 1878 AND 1882. Turrp Eprrion. By 
RoLAND VAUGHAN WILLIAMS and WALTER VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, 
assisted Epwarp WILLIAM HANSELL, Barristers-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons; Sweet. 

Although the authors of this work do not profess to suppl an 
cxlanstive treatise on the law of bankruptey, and indeed their 

reface disclaim such an object, it may be doubted whether the 
chief merit of the book does not lie precisely in that direction. What 
may be called ‘‘the common law pri — of bankruptcy,” which 
re-appear in every Act relating to the subject, are treated with com- 
prehensive learning. Thus acts of ee fraudulent prefer- 


justifi 


ence, and reputed ownership are made the su jects of separate essays, 
which find as appropriate among the sections of the Act of 
1883 as those which they under the corresponding sections 





of the former Act. It may, indeed, be objected that such elaborate 
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disquisitions are not Well suited to the method here adopted of inter- 
sectional notes. Fifty-five pages, for example, are occupied by the 
note on section 44, which deals with ‘‘ the property of the bankrupt 
divisible among his creditors”; and so wide a gap undoubtedly 
interferes. with facility of reference. But this is a trivial blot in com- 
parison with that to which we must now call attention. In many 
cases the notes of the former edition seem to have been reprinted in 
connection with the corresponding sections of the new Act without 
sufficient revision. If we turn, for example, to section 47 (avoidance 
of voluntary settlements), we find that, after stating concisely the 
two points in which it differs from section 91 of the Act of 1869, the 
note degenerates into a tedious comparison with the law under. the 
Act of 1849, which appears to us to be entirely irrelevant. It was 
decided in Hx parte Dawson (23 W. R. 354, L. R. 19 Eq. 433), that 
section 91 of the Act of 1869 was retrospective, and that section 
126 of the Act of 1849 had been absolutely repealed by the subsequent 
Act. This. case, although it appearsin the table of cases, is not 
referred to inthe text; nor do we find any discussion of the question 
whether this section is retrospective or not.. In the same note 
we' find the erroneous statement that ‘‘an assignment of lease- 
holds to’ which a liability is attached is necessarily a convey- 
ance for valuable consideration, and therefore cannot be avoided 
under this section : Ex parte Doble (38 L. T. 183).” If the authors had 
referred to Re Ridler (31 W: R. 93, L. R. 22 Ch. D. 74), they would 
have found that the doctrine as to the assignment of onerous lease- 
holds has no application as against creditors, but is confined to pur- 
chasers under the 27 Eliz. c.4. The mistake is the more extraordi- 
nary, as in Lx parte Hillman, Re Pumfrey (27 W. R. 567, L. R. 10 
Ch. D. 622) (cited on the previous page) it was expressly decided that 
a meal ae tere settlement of leaseholds was not for valuable con- 

ideration within the meaning of section 91 of the Act of 1869. 
From. what has been already said it may be gathered that, in our 
opinion, the authors have reprinted some of their former notes for no 
better reason than that they existed. A conspicuous example of this 
tenderness towards their former work is supplied by the note to sec- 
tion 28, where four pages are devoted to ‘‘ the law and practice under 
the Insolvency Acts,” and again at p. 123, where section 171 of the 
Act of 1849 is set out-at length. The mass of necessary matter is so 
large that the authors should have avoided, as far as possible, the 
mtroduction of comparatively irrelevant topics. 

No: charge of unnecessary diffuseness can be brought against 
the annotation of the new sections; and the authors are in 
genecal abundantly cautious not to hazard predictions upon 

ubtful points of construction. Under section 18, how- 
ever, we find an interesting discussion of the question whether 
non-payment of a composition will now remit the creditors to 

ir original rights, and the conclusion arrived at is that ‘‘ under 
the present Act, even in case of default, the creditor will not be able to 
sue the debtor for the original debt, at all events without the leave of 
thecourt.” In this opinion we are disposed toconcur. Not so with 
that expressed at p, 2, that ‘“‘the court would restrain a creditor who 
was a British subject from proceeding in a foreign court to enforce a 
debt proveable in bankruptcy, and this quite irrespective of whether 
the creditor happened either to be personally in England, or to have 
submitted to the jurisdiction of the court.’”’ It is difficult to see how 
such an injunction, if granted, could be enforced. And the case 
seems to fall within the principle of Re Chapman (L. R. 15 Eq. 75), 
where Bacon, C.J., in refusing to restrain foreign creditors from suing 
abroad, observed—‘‘ Neither this court nor the Court of Chancery 
ever grants injunctions that will be wholly ineffectual.’’ To some 
of. the sections of the Act no note or comment is appended, and 
to many of these a reference to the corresponding provisions of 
the late Act might have been appropriately added. The convenience 


of the book for purposes of reference would have been increased if 


the forms had 
they relate. 

We cannot conclude this notice without paying a tribute to the 
clearness of the style, and the conciseness with which the results of 
cases ate generally expressed, 


en referred to under the sections and rules to which 





THe Bankruptcy Act, 1883, anpD THE Deproks. Act, 1869, 
TOGETHER WITH THE RULES, ORDERS, AND ForMs.: LIllus- 
trated by Notes, &. By Frank Pirt-Taytor, Barrister-at- 
_Law. W. Maxwell & Son. 


Inu this handy edition of the Bankruptcy Act Mr. Pitt-Taylor 
adopts the plan of introducing his remarks as foot-notes, instead of 
between the sections. This renders conciseness absolutely necessary, 
and we cannot, theretore, expect more than a reference to the lead- 
ing decisions upon the analogous provisions of the Act of 1869. 

+ is stated in a note to section 11 that ‘‘no provision appears to be 
made for the service of the order staying proceedings, where such 
order has been made by a court other than that in which the petition 


hag been presented.” The suthor seems to forget that if the order 
is: made by 4 court of ordinary jurisdiction its service will be regu- 


lated by the rules in force in such court, and that no express pro- 
vision on the subject is necessary. We observe, also, a 
omission at p. 91, where, instead of pointing out that the expression 
“available act of bankruptcy” is now defined by section 168, the 
author refers to Ex parte Crosbie, Re Bedell (26 W. R. 119, L. B, 7 
Ch. D. 123), and other cases, as fixing the time when such act of 
bankruptcy must have been “ available.” 

The sections, rules, and forms are mutually connected by marginal 
references, and this makes the book very convenient for persons who 
possess — a limited knowledge of the details of this new and 
complicated code. 





Tue Bankruptcy AcT, 1883, AND THE DeEsrors Act, 1869, wrra 
THE RULES AND FORMS BELONGING THERETO, AND THE BILLs oF 
Sate Acts, 1878 anp 1882. Edited, with a Commentary, by 
JAMES McMvULLEN Rice, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


The Bankruptcy Act, and what the author terms ‘‘its cognate 
enactments,” are here comprised in a small volume of some 350 pp, 
This desirable end has been attained partly by the adoption of s 
type, and partly by the omission of notes to all sections, except those 
which have been transferred from the Act of 1869 without substantial 
modification. 

In a book which aims, above all things, at conciseness, we doubt 
whether it was wise to select the rule in Hx parte Waring as the sub- 
ject of expanded criticism. This “latitude of discussion,” however, 
the author attempts, in his preface, to justify, on the ground that 
‘‘the decision of the House of Lords in the recent case of The Royal 
Bank of Scotland v. The Commercial Bank of Scotland (31 W. R. 49, 
L. R. 7 App. Cas. 366) is of a kind to cast some doubt upon the hitherto 
received doctrine.” This does not appear to be: correct. The case 
which has been cited merely amounts to a solemn repudiation of the 
doctrine on behalf of the Scotch bankruptcy law ; and we do not find 
in the author’s learned note on the subject any expression of doubt as 
to the validity of the rule. On the contrary, he says, at p. 48, ‘‘ The 
rule in Ex parte Waring may work an occasional hardship, but it 
seems, on the whole, and in the majority of cases, to work out a fuller 
equity than the Scotch rule.” 





| 
| THE LAW AND PRACTICE UNDER THE BANKRUPTCY ACT AND 
RvuuLEs, 1883, &c., &c. By Francis Roxsurcu, Barrister-at- 
Law. Knight & Co. 


This useful edition of the Bankruptcy Act, Rules, and Forms also 
contains the Debtors Acts and the Bills of Sale Acts, together with 
notes to some of the enactments. The arrangement of the work is 
accurately described by the author in the words—‘“‘ of printing in 
prominent type the sections of the Act intact, with the notes of 
cases and cross-references immediately following each section in 4 
type easily distinguishable from the other.” 

So far as we have examined the notes we have found them not 
deficient in clearness of expression; but we would suggest that, 
before publishing his next edition, Mr. Roxburgh should revise his 
index, which is, in some instances, vexatiously elaborate. Three, 
and even four, lines must sometimes be read before the reference is 
reached. To take an example from a page opened by chance, we 
find under Evidence the entry, ‘“ Judge’s notes—only evidence on 
appeal, unless parties consent to shorthand writers’ notes.” This 
does not seem to us to satisfy the first criterion of a good index— 
viz., that it should assist in the discovery of something in the text. 
Both the index and the table of cases might also be printed in & 
somewhat more conventional manner. 





PATENTS. 


THE PaTENTs, DESIGNS, AND TRADE-MARKs Act, 1883, wiTH IN- 
TRODUCTORY CHAPTER, &C. By RoGER W. WALLACE, Barrister- 
at-Law. Wm. Maxwell & Son. 


This is an unpretending little book, which is superior to several 
of the other books we have seen on the Patents Act of last year. It 
is by no means complete, but then no one would suppose it was 

ssible for it to be so, considering the amount of space allowed; 
or instance, thirty-six pages of the introductory chapter are given 
to patents, and three each to designs and trade-marks. It is obvious 
that there is here only room for the merest outline ; but the principal 
cases have been carefully noted up, and the statements of the prin- 
ciples laid down from time to time may generally be accepted as 
correct. The author does not appear to be aware how much the 
Bill was altered, especially in its trade-marks part, during its passage 
through Parliament, and ‘ is consequently led t 
randum prefixed to it when first introduced as a gauge of the amount 
of change made ia the law. If we are not mistaken, some of the 
most serious struggles of the future will be over the interpolated 
sections. We have noticed some little sli .g.5 * 5 App» Cas.” is 
| given as the reference for the appeal in € aie Stevens, and the 
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devision of the court of first instance in Halsey v. Brotherhood is 
mentioned without any reference to the fact that that decision was 
sustained on appeal in judgments which are reported in several 
laces ; and there are other slips nota few. But in the main we think 
tthe book states the general effect of the law im a clear and in- 
telligible manner, and that it may be used with advantage on points 
which lie pretty close to the surface. When it is necessary to go 
deeper some fuller work will have to be referred to. But that is no 
blame to the present book, which makes no pretence of being 
éxhaustive. 


PRACTICE. 


A ConcisE PRACTIe® OF THE QvuEEN’s BENCH AND CHANCERY 
DIVISIONS, AND OF THE CouRT OF APPEAL. By T. BATEMAN 
Napier, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 

Mr. Napier; who writes for. students, and gives at. the end of his 
book a set of 165 ,‘‘ questions on the practice,” has, we think, pro- 
duced a useful book. He begins with a short history, and then sets 
out the effect of the Rules of Court in plain language—sometimes a 
little too much at length, and too y following the language of 
the rules themselves—with a certain amount of running comment. 
There is a chapter on trial and evidence, and also on the jurisdiction 
and procedure of county courts and county court appeals, The table 
of cases contains references to all the current reports. The index, in 
one important respect, is very meagre; the title ‘‘ Solicitor ”’ has only 
one sub-title, and that is, ‘‘Change of, how effected.” ‘No 
attempt,’’ Mr. Napier tells us in the preface, ‘‘ has been made to treat 
the subject exhaustively, and the writer has often, to his great regret, 
been obliged to pass over matter of interest and importance.” We 
are’ bound to say, however, that the matter selec for treatment 
has been, as far as we have been able to discover, happily selected. 


ACoNnCISE TREATISE ON THE PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE IN CHANCERY 
Actions. By SypNEY PEEL, Barrister-at-Law. THrrp EpITIon. 
Stevens & Sons. 1883. 


Mr. Peel’s useful little work has reached a third edition, and the 
important changes introduced by the Rules of 1883 no doubt make a 
new edition an absolute necessity. We have not searched for any 
tase in vain, but we think Mr. Peel is too fond of citing from the 
Weekly Notes ; and we observe that his citation of Lyell v. Kennedy 
does not show that that important case was decided by the House of 
Lords. ‘‘ Criticism of the rules,” we are told, ‘‘ has been advisedly 
omitted,” and we think properly, unless it should be by way of 
pointing out cases of ultrd vires rule making; but a like abstention 
should hardly have been observed in the case of contradictory 
decisions. At page 160 Mr. Peel very properly mentions that, in his 
opinion, Holloway v. York and Storey v. Waddle are in direct opposi- 
tion; but he has abstained from stating which of the two decisions 
he believes to be more correct. 





COMMON LAW. 


Tae Puiwosopuy or Common Law. By the late HERBERT Broom, 
LL THIRD Epirion. By Joun C. H. Fuoop, Barrister-at- 
Law. Maxwell & Son. 


Mr. Flood states on his title-page that he has ‘‘remodelled and 
almost rewritten”? Mr. Broom’s well-known ‘Primer of Le 
Principles” (of which the first edition appeared in 1876 and the 
second in 1878), and in his preface enumerates the changes which he 

made. From this enumeration it appears that his work has been 
confined to chan; 
that they will all be found to be improvements. The index has been 
ieeed, and the style has been, where desirable, modernized. One 
addition we cannot approve, and that is a long note upon the Criminal 
Procedure Bill. fay in works of this kind any statement, much 
shee any criticism, of the law as it is proposed to be is quite out of 





THE CORRUPT PRACTICES ACTS. 
Tee PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS CorRUPT AND ILLEGAL PRACTICES 


PREVENTION. Acrs, 1854 To 1883, wiTH EXPLANATORY NOTES 
AND CASES, FORMING A CoMPLETE GUIDE TO THE LAW AND 
By C, A. VANSITTART 


PRacTICE OF PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS. 
CoNYBEARE, Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow Brothers & Layton. 


Mr. Conybeare’s work appears rather late in the day, but it is an 
exceedingly complete commentary on the Act, embodying in the 
ractices at 


notes the whole law relating to corrupt and illegal 


parliamentary elections. In the notes we have examined the treat- 


ment of the cases is very satisfactory, and the conclusions of the 
ot seem to be in accordance 


author as to the moot points of the 


with common sense. us, on the question whether, under Schedule 
L,, Part I; (6) and (7); it jv aDlownble 


s of form rather than of substance; and we think | 


to hire as ‘‘a committee room ” 


more than a single room, he ‘says, ‘‘ Although it is mot expressly so 
stated, it may be presumed that the term ‘committee room’: would 
~at least, in the case of the central committee room—be: held to 
apply to a set of offices, with separate clerks’ rooms, and not be 
limited strictly to a single room, as’it is obvious’ that; for the pur- 
poses of an election, a room must frequently be requisite in which the 
candidate and his supporters can consult together in private. Any 
question of the kind would, doubtless, be decided by a consideration 
of all the circumstances of the case, as to how far the accommodation 
vided was beyond the actual requirements, and so forth.” Mr, 
mybeare might, however, have added that the definition of *‘ com- 
mittee room” in section 64, by providing that ‘‘ any room or building 
shall not be deemed to be a committee room by reason only of ‘the 
candidate, &c., addressing therein electors,” seems to imply that a 
committee room, as used in the Act, may include more than a single 
room. The appendix includes a large number of statutes relating 
to parliamentary elections, also instructions for returning officers, 
regulations for election agents, and election petition forms. 





PracticaAL Hints TO VOLUNTARY OANVASSERS AT PARLIAMENTARY 
Execrions. By Epwarp AmpuuetT Davis, Solicitor. Waterlow 
Brothers & Layton. 

This is a very useful little manual. It gives, in simple and un- 
technical language, and in a very short compass, the points likely to 
be of importance to ey canvassers at parliamentary elections, 
and gives them very accurately and forcibly. Some reference might, 
perhaps with advantage, have been made to the agency of embeds 
of political associations; and the offence of treating before and 
during an election (which the Myre Fath ga is rather likely to 
commit) might have been more fully discussed. But the pamphlet, 
as it stands, will be of great service at elections. 


ANNUAL DIGEST. 


THE CoMPLETE ANNUAL DIGEST OF EVERY REPORTED CASE IN ALL 
THE COURTS FOR THE, YEAR 1883. Edited by ALFRED EMDEN, 
Barrister-at-Law, assisted by HERBERT THOMPSON, Barrister-at- 
Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

This is a work which does great credit to the industry of the 
editors, and is likely to be of no small service to the practitioner. 
There are over 1,200 cases collected from every series of English 
reports, and including also references to ish, Scotch, aud 
American decisions, under alphabetical headings, in similar 
type to the Law Reports Digest. We have checked several of the 
heads, and have found all the cases we looked for. The table of cases 
followed, overruled, or specially considered will be of great value. 





CANADIAN ELECTION LAW. 


REPORTS OF THE DECISIONS OF THE JUDGES FOR THE TRIAL OF 
ELECTION PETITIONS IN ONTARIO RELATING TO ELECTIONS TO THE 
LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO, 1871, 1875, 1879; AND. TO 
THE HovusE oF ComMoNS OF CaNnaDA, 1874, 1878. By THomas 
Hopeins, Q.C. Toronto: Carswell & Co. 


This is an extremely complete collection of election ,cases, very 
fully reported, both as to facts and decisions. - 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE ROYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—I quite agree with the observations of ‘“ T.” in last Saturday’ 
Soricrrors’ JournaL. Although there are some exceptions, the 
doorkee of the Royal Courts of Justice are, as a class, men with- 
out much judgment, discretion, or experience ; and something © ‘ht 
really to be done, and at once, to facilitate a solicitor’s aceess to t 
courts. , 

Yesterday I wanted to enter the Lord Chief Justice’s court while 
the judges were absent considering the sentence in Reg v. Yates. I 
was stopped by the officer at the first door, and, on my 
that I was in the third case and desired to speak to the 
master, was rudely told, “‘Then I can’t let you in un’ this case is 
over; there’s not standing room”! I round to the second 
door, which was guarded by a more civil officer, who let me pass, 
and, on entering, I found that the first officer’s statement was in- 
correct, for, although the solicitors’ row was to a great extent 
oceupied by persons not solicitors, there was plenty of room, and no 
reason for mj rude repulse by the first officer. 

It is perfectly monstrous that we solicitors, who have as much 
}right in court a8 any barrister, and. who- go into court for idle 
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curiosity far less than the bar, should thus be indiscriminately 
refused entrance while any barrister, in wig and gown, is allowed to 
enter without demur or difficulty, whether he has business in court 
ornot. We never had this difficulty while the courts were at West- 
minster and Lincoln’s-inn, and I sincerely trust you will be able to 
bring the authorities to remedy the serious inconvenience to which 
we, and, through us, our clients, are now subject. 

It is obvious that a solicitor often requires to enter a court though 
not engaged in the case then on. For example, I had _ several 
appointments coming on at about the same time yesterday, and 
desired to learn how long I might safely leave the third case, and 
thus to arrange my other engagements. A Soxicrror. 
New Court, April 3. 








THE NEW PRACTICE. 


R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 17, rn. 4—Apprne Partres—INPANT SUBSEQUENTLY 
BORN—INTERMEDIATE PROCEEDINGS BETWEEN BIRTH AND OBTAINING ORDER— 
Supritementat Actron.—In the case of Peter v. Thomas Peter, before Chitty, 
J., on the 27th ult. (v. S. C. sub-nom. Peter v. Peter, ante, pp. 300 and 339), 
the question was re-considered as to what is the proper course to be adopted 
where an infant who is a necessary party to an action has come into existence 
after the date of the judgment, and proceedings under the judgment have 
been taken since the birth of the infant and before applica- 
tion under ord. 17, r. 4, adding the infant as party. In 
1875 a suit was instituted by bill for administration of the real 
and personal estate of a testator, by whose will real estate was 
given to the defendant for life, with remainder to his sons and daughters 
successively, according to seniority in tail male. In December, 1876, 
judgment was given. In August, 1878, the defendant married. In July, 
a daughter was born, and in February, 1880, an order, as in Seton on 
Decrees, 4th ed., p. 1527, form 3, directing an inquiry as to the proceed- 
ings since the birth of the daughter, and giving leave to continue the 

against her was obtained, and subsequently proceeded upon. 

May, 1882, the cause was heard on further consideration. In 
— ‘ 1882, a son was born, and since that date divers proceedings 
been taken in the suit. Currry, J., said that since the case was last 
mentioned, he had made further inquiries of the chief clerks and registrars, 
and re-considered the wholé matter. What he was about to say was 
intended to supersede any observations that might have fallen from him 
previously in reference to the question raised in the present case. The 
rule now in force which governed the question was R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 17, 
y. 4. That rule provided for the addition of parties on devolution or 
transmission of interest, ‘“‘or by reason of any person coming into 
existence after the commencement of a cause or matter.”” These words 
appeared in ord. 50, r. 4, of the Rules of November, 1875, and were then 
new. They were not contained in the Chancery Procedure Amendment 
Act, 1852, s. 52, which was the provision in force before November, 1875. 
The cases of Capps v. Capps (L. R. 4 Ch. 1, 17 W. R. Dig. 137), and 
Auster v. Haines (17 W. R. 900, L. R. 4 Ch. 448), were decided under the 
Actof 1852. Then came several other decisions. In Brown v. Huggins (W.N., 
1875, p. 59, Dan. Pr., 6th ed., 283, Note C.), the late Master of the Rolls 
that a common order might be taken out to show cause why the 

t should not be bound by the proceedings taken subsequently to its 
birth. In Oceleston v. Fullalove (W.N., 1875, p. 92), Hall, V.C., acted on 
that 1. Both these cases were also under the Act of 1852. Then 
came two decisions made after November, 1875—viz., Scruby v. Payne 
(W. N., 1876, 227), and Williams v. Wiiliams, in chambers, 
before Jessel, M.R., May 16, 1876, where the suggestion first made in 
Brown v. Huggins was adopted and followed. Afterwards Jessel, M.R., 
himself settled the form appearing in Seton on Decrees, 4th ed., p. 1527, 
form 3, not as was stated for use in the Rolls Chambers, but for use in 
the office of the Secretary of the Rolls, and, therefore, for general use. He, 
(Caitty, J.) had seen the original draft of the order, which appeared to have 
ery carefully settled, and bore corrections by the late Master of the Roll’s 

own hand and in his writing. This order came in general use, and had 
actually been made use of in the present case, when the daughter was 
added as er. It might be observed that, with reference to Haldane v. 
pone on ly N., — om 80), the attention of Bacon, V.C., when 
& supplemental action was necessary in a case where pro- 

ceedings had Lor og ws ee the ee re eae did not fopent to 
have been directed ne practice whic en originated by Jessel, 
M.R., and was then in general use. ¢ y 





Under the order as settled by that 
learned judge no difficulty seemed to have occurred. The questa was 
sppeunel and the inquiry prosecuted, in the presence of the infant 
ovpeering by his n, as to whether it was for the benefit of the 

that he should be bound the proceedings, and it being found 
that it was for his benefit, he was bound accordingly. An objection had, 
however, been taken by the registrars to the effect that the order was 
conditional on appearance, because the infant was not made a party to the 
action in the first instance. And as appearance could not be entered 
under the order, if the infant by his guardian refused to appear, the order 
in such a case would be i tive. The difficulty was onc of a technical 
character, which might in some particular case be embarrassing. The 
,— gee might be got over y prefacing the order as settled by 
Jessel, M.R., with a direction that ings in the action be 


© 
on between the plaintiffs and dclondants and the infant. By 
means of such a 


appearance could be entered. The first part of 





the order would make the infant a defendant in the action, and then 
regular service would be effected under ord. 17, r. 5, and the result would 
be that the infant would be a party to the action. The practice would, 
therefore, be assimilated to a case where the new party added was sui 
juris, and although a party swi juris could waive any objection, but an 
infant could not, yet the court could waive the objection on behalf of the 
infant, if it was satisfied that by so acting it was acting for the benefit of 
the infant. The practice, therefore, was for the infant first to be madea 


regular y, and then for the inquiry to proceed. If the inq was 
answ in the affirmative, the infant forthwith became reefer te if 


the inqury was answered in the negative, it would be open for the plaintiff 
to proceed by supplemental writ.—Soxicrrors, Coode, Kingdon, § Cotton, 
for Coode, Shilton, & Co., St. Austells, Cornwall. 





PRACTICE APPEALS FROM CHAMBERS.* 
(Before Lord CotERmnGE, C.J., and Cave, J.) 
March 26,—Compagnie Financiére du Pacifique v. The Peruvian Guano 
Company. 
Ord: 31, rr. 5, 11, 24. 


Interrogatories may be administered to several officers of a “a 
tion upon subjects bearing upon the issues in an action peculiarly 
within the knowledge of the individuals interrogated. 

Semble, answers may be required to the same question from more 
than one of such persons. 

Order of Field, J., affirmed. 

An answer to interrogatories is not open to objection in chambers, 
as containing irrelevant matter, merely because it makes reference to 
a document stated to be irrelevant, or because it contains qualifying 
matter, or because it contains an answer by the defendants to that part 
of the plaintiff’s case with which the question deals. 

Order of Field, J., reversed. 


The action was founded upon an alleged contract to sell large 
quantities of guano to the plaintiffs. 

The defendants pleaded in effect that the alleged contract was mere 
negotiation, and that if it was more, the parties who conducted it for the 
defendants had no power to do so. 

The interrogatories in question were delivered by the plaintiffs, with 
the object of ascertaining what were the powers of the chairman and 
directors of the defendant company, addressed not only to the 
chairman, but also to five other persons who had been directors of 
the defendant company at the time of the negotiations above men- 
tioned, and the secretary. Answers were filed by the chairman, but the 
defendants refused to procure affidavits in answer from the other persons 
named. Field, J.,on appeal from the master, ordered that such of the 
interrogatories as the plaintiff should indicate should be answered, 
by any of the individuals to whom they were addressed at the option 
of the plaintiffs, and further ordered that farther and better answers 
to several of the questions should be made by the chairman. 

Against these orders the defendants appealed. 

The appeals were heard at the beginning of March, and the court then 
decided to dismiss the appeal against the first order, being of opinion 
that the several persons interrogated were bound to answer upon those 
subjects, if any, peculiarly within their knowledge. 

Upon the second question, the sufficiency of the answers of the chair- 
man, their lordships reserved their judgment, which was delivered on the 
26th ult. by Cave, J. The nature of the objections raised to the answer 
in question is sufficiently indicated in the judgment. 

Barnes, for the defendants. 

Pollard, for the plaintiffs. 

Cave, J., after stating the nature of the action and the question in- 
volved in the appeal, said :—The tories in question seemed to 
go beyond the bounds of legitimate ing For instance, the second 
asked what delegations of any functions or duty had been made to 
any official or agent since the establishment of the company. The fourth 
asked what powers, duties, or functions had been intrusted to the chairman. 
The fifth, what proxies, authorities, delegations, or appointments had been 
granted by each director to any other director down to the 15th of 
October, 1881. might contain something material, pened 
must contain much that would be irrelevant. The defendants had 
that there were no delegations of any functions or duty to any official 
or agent in anywise relating to the matters in question in the action, 
and declining to answer further. The question was too wide, and, as it stood, 
the answer was sufficient. The tiffs might amend in 
2, 3, 4,5, 7, and 8, and, 1f so amended as to exclude irrelevant matter, 
they must be fully answered. The objection taken to the rest of the 
answers was that they contained irrelevant matter. The alleged irre- 
levant matter sometimes took the form of an “objection to produce 
documents referred to in the answer, on the ground that they were 
irrelevant, sometimes that of a qualification of the answer, and sometimes 
that of an addition, containing a statement of the defendant's answer 


to that of the case with which the question dealt. None of these 
afforded grounds of objection proper to be raised before a judge im 
chambers. If the objection to produce a document is not valid, pro- 


duction can be enforced ; if itis valid, no harm is done by the defendants 
taking the objection in their answer. The second and third heads of 
objection might be dealt with together. Such objections ought to be 


* Reported by Ouanuas Oagmuy, Eoq., Barrister-at-Law, 








April 5, 1884. 
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taken ro eat nea where the Andee, = heer 31, Bey nee pewet March 28.—Thomas Davies & Son v. Andrews. 
seditect the waole of an answer _— e thinks ought not to | Execution—Judgment in action by two Death of on 
used alone. In using this power, he will be led by the and A : y elt 
eoon of the qualification or addition. To allow a an objection to be Survival of action—Ord. 17, r. 1 - 42, x, 23 (a.). 
raised at chambers, before a judge who knows little about the matter,| This was an ez parte application for wren hg waar ter ger 
from master. ‘The affidavit of the solicitor the intiff » 


would be a source of additional expense to the parties, when at 
the trial, without any additional — at all, it could be decided by 
a judge who could know all that be known. 

Order of Field, J., reversed. Plaintiffs to have liberty to amend as 
ahove. Costs in divisional court and below; costs in the cause. 

Solicitors for the plaintiffs, Freshfields. 

Solicitors for the defendants, C. ¢ S. Harrison. 


(Before Day and A. L. Smrru, JJ.) 
March 29.—Prosser v. Mallinson ; North, Claimant. 
Ord. 57, r. 15. 
In interpleader by a sheriff, where the execution creditor, upon 
ascertaining the nature of the claimant’s right, consents to the with- 


drawal of the sheriff, he will not have to pay the costs of the inter- 
er. 
The decision of Field, J., in chambers in C. v. D. (ante, p. 102) 
approved. 


emble, where a party, who has not been in attendance when a case 
has been called at chambers, afterwards obtains an order in the 
absence of the other side, he will be liable to costs if the order is set 
aside on appeal. 

a from an order of Field, J., ordering an execution creditor to 
pay the costs of an interpleader proceeding by the sheriff of Surrey in 

tof goods seized in execution of a judgment of the 4th of February, 

1884. The parties being in attendance to appear before Master Kaye 

the interpleader summons, the execution creditor, upon reading the 

imant’s affidavit, consented to an order for the withdrawal of the 

sheriff, which was made by the master, the question of costs being 
teferred to the judge. 

On March 21, Field, J., in the absence of Prosser’s solicitor, who had 
gone away, believing the case, which had been twice called, to have been 
struck out of the list, made an order that the costs should be paid by the 
execution creditor. 

McCall, for the execution creditor. 

Rogers, for the claimant. 

Dax, J.—This order is opposed to the decision in the case of C. v. D., 
of which we approve. There is no suggestion here that the execution 
creditor acted maliciously or with negligence. It is clear the facts 
were not brought to the knowledge of the judge. Although this is an 
appeal as to costs, it is not discretion which is invoived, but principle. 

Swirn, J.—I agree that the decision in C. v. D. ought to guide us. The 
order here was made per incuriam, and, therefore, the appeal lies. 

Appeal allowed, with costs. 

Solicitors for the execution creditor, Lovett.¢ Co. 

Solicitor for the claimant, Bradley. 





JUDGES’ CHAMBERS,* 
(Before FIELD, J.) 
March 27.—Seligmann and others v. Young. 


Pleading—Statement of claim—Particulars of misrepresentation— 
Ord. 19, rr. 6, 7. 

This was an ri by the plaintiffs from the order of a master that the 
— amend the 4th paragraph of their statement of claim, by stating 
» pursuant to ord. 19, r. 6, particulars of the false and fraudulent 
representations therein alleged, and whether the representations first 
therein alleged were oral or in writing, and when and where made, and 
What was the nature of the false and fraudulent representations second 
therein mentioned, and whether oral or in writing, and when and where 


The claim alle that in consideration of the payment by the plain- 
tiffsto the defendant of £900, the defendant to find a purchaser 
for a mining grant belonging to the plaintiffs, and in default to return the 

. pac pang 4 was as follows :—‘ Alternatively the plamtiffs say 
that the sum of £900 was obtained from them by the false and fraudu- 
lent representation of the defendant ; that he was in a position to sell the 
said grant and had found a purchaser or purchasers for the same; and, 
further, by false and fraudulent representations the defendant induced the 
plaintiffs to enter into an agreement, dated the 23rd day of January, 1883, 
with one Henry Chalmers Johnson.’’ 

Atherley Jones, tor the plaintiffs, objected that the order was too wide, 
and was om ng. 

Witt, for the defendant. 

Frexp, J., affirmed the master’s order. 

Appeal diamissed ; costs defendant's in any event. 

Solicitors for the plaintiffs, Coburn ¢ Young. 

Solicitor for the defendant, 0. A. 0. 

, = —E 








judgment in the action had been signed for £32 and costs in 1879; that 
shortly after that the defendant went to Australia and had only recently 
returned ; that the judgment was wholly unsatisfied ; that the defendant 
was now living at Manchester and it was desired to issue a writ of f. fa. 
against his goods, and that since the date of the judgment Thomas 

has died, and Sidney Charles Davies now carried on business under the 
style of Davies & Son, and 
ore err 


; 
i 
E 
| 


the eens of the firm, Thomas Davies & 
judgment is signed, as there 
Davies & Son was dissolved by the death of Thomas Davies.’’ 

In support of the application, ord. 42, r. 23 (¢.), and 
referred to, and it was urged that as the writ of 
execution could not be had in such a case as the present there would be 
no remedy. 

Fretp, J., held that an action did survive to one of two partners in 
whose favour judgment had been given, so that he could issue execution, 
although the other partner was dead, and made the order. 

Appeal allowed. 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, Cooper § Co. 





March 28.—Copley v. Jackson & Co. 
Costs—Recovery of less than £50—Ord. 65, r. 12. 


This was an application by the plaintiff for an order, under ord. 65, 
r. 12, that the costs might be taxed as of an action in the High Court. 

The action was brought in res of work and labour done, and was 
commenced on November 27. the hearing of a summons under 
order 14, the defendants ob leave to defend upon payment inio 
court of the sum claimed. After issue joined the action was sent down 
for trial to a county court, and the plaintiff recovered a verdict for £30. 

Fre.p, J.—In this case the plaintiff lives in London, and the defendants 
at Newcastle. If the plaintiff had brought his action in the Newcastle 
County Court, the expense must have been incurred of employing en agent 
there. That of itself will not be a sufficient reason for making thi % 
but the jury have negatived the case that was set up by the defendants 
upon the summons under order 14. The plaintiff had, therefore, reason- 
able ground for thinking that order 14 would apply to this case; and he 
did, in fact, get the benefit of payment into court under that order. Upon 
the whole, therefore, I think that the plaintiff should have his costs 
according to the scale in the High Court. 

Order. 

Solicitor for the plaintiff, Edwin Smith. 

Solicitors for the defendants, Brownlow § Howe. 





March 28.—Jablochkoff Electric Light Co. v. McMurdo; Whitehall 
Third Party. 


Third-party procedure—Payment by third party to plaintiff—De- 
fendant’s Neiee t 16, r. 50. 

This was an application by the defendant for an order for payment by 
the third party of the amount paid by the defendant as the costs of de- 
fending the action. 

_ The action was bronght for the we of unpaid calls on shares 
formerly held by the defendant in the plaintiff company. The defendant, 
third-party notice claiming to'be indemnified by him against all lability 
third-party notice cl: to y i iabi 

in rt pes fg Within a few days from the service of the third-party 
notice, Whitehall paid the plain 

the defendant, the amount for which the action was brought. 

pay ret th Svultention ood. 20, 50, ferred to 

In su of the a r. was refe: . 

It wor omenbal on behalf of the party, that the defendant was 
not entitled to defend the action, and charge the third party with the 
costs of doing so, as an agent who had defended an action could not 
maintain an action his — for the costs incurred in domg 
os — oo, & M. 406), cited in Chitty on Contracts, Tth 

p tg J., ordered that the third party should pay the defendant's costs 
of the action, . 

Solicitors for the defendant, W. H. Smith ¢ Son. 





March 28.—Robinson and others v. Budgett & Co, 
Interrogatory as to documents — Previous affidavit—Ord. 31, rr, 


11, 12. 


This was an appeal from the master’s refusal to order a further answer 


to an in 5 
The plain had administered interrogatories to the defendants, of 
0, 5 was as follows :—‘' Have any letter or other written commu- 


hich 
Mi to aie duane, & he poneine, ele ee 





* Reported by A. H. Brrzpngrom, Haq., Barrister-at-Law. j 
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in this action passed between you orany and what agent of yours and thesaid 
Mr. Green, or the said — Dand, or the Portishead Dock Company, 
or any other and what officer or official of the Portishead Dock Company, 
other than those disclosed in your affidayit of documents in this action? 
If yea, describe the same sufficiently for the purposes of identification.’’ 
The answer of the plaintiffs was as follows:—‘‘In answer to the fifth 
interrogatory, I say that we have made an affidavit of documents in pur- 
suance of an order for discovery, and we submit that the plaintiffs are not 
entitled to interrogste us as to documents.’ 

J. Bdge, for the plaintiffs, cited Jones v. Monte Video Gas Company (L. R. 
5 Q. B. D. 566). 

C. E. Jones, for the defendants. 

Fretp, J.—In order to get this discovery the plaintiffs will have to 
show the existence and materiality of these documents by some admission 
of the defendants, either in their pleadings or affidavit, or by the inherent 
necessity of the case. Even if they could have shown iu this manner that 
further documents existed, they have not taken the proper course in this 
ease. They should have applied for a further affidavit of documents, in- 
stead of interrogating as to them. 

A dismissed, without prejudice to plaintiffs’ right to apply for 
further affidavit of documents, if so advised; defendants’ costs in any 
event. 

Solicitors for the plaintiffs, Maples, Teesdale, § Co., for Lettch, Dodd, § 
Bramwell, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

Solicitors for the defendants, Whites, Renard, & Co., for Henry Brittan & 
Co., Bristol. : 





March 28.—Egerton v. Anderson. 
Default of pleading—Form of order giving leave to defend under ord. 
14—App. (K.), No. 7—Ord. 21, r.°8. 

This was. an application by the defendant to set aside judgment 
that had been signed in default of statement of defence, on the ground that 
the statement of defence had been delivered within the time specified in 
an order of Master Walton’s. 

It ap that a summons under order 14 had been heard on March 5, 
upon which the master made an order simply giving the defendant leave 
to defend. At the office, they refused to draw up the order except in the 
form given in App. (K.), No. 7, which imvolved the addition of the 
words ‘‘ by delivering a defence within days after service of this 
order,’’ the figure 8 being inserted in the blank. On March 10 the 
defendant drew up the order and served it on the plaintiff. On March 
17 the plaintiff signed judgment for default of defence. On March 18 the 
defendant delivered the defence. 

On behalf of the defendant it was contended that the judgment had 
been improperly signed, and that the plaintiff should pay the costs of it, 
the defence having been delivered within the time limited by the order, 
which was drawn up in the usual form. 

On behalf of the plaintiff it was contended that, if the judgment was 
set aside, the defendant shculd pay the costs of it, as the order was 
im ly drawn up, and the defence should have been delivered within 
cig ys after the order had been made, under ord. 21, r. 8. 

{ELD, J.—There was no power to draw up the order in any other form 
than that in which it was made by the master. No time was limited by 
that order for the delivery of the statement of defence; and, conse- 
quently, it should have been delivered within eight ‘days after the order, 
under ord. 22, r. 3. The form in which the order has been drawn up 
would enable the defendant by not serving it to indefinitely prolong the 
time for delivering the statement of defence. The order upon the 
summons under order 14 must be varied by striking out the words ‘‘ within 
éight days after service of the order.”” The forms in App. (K.) should be 
altered by omitting those words. 

Judgment set aside ; costs of it to be plaintiff’s in any event. 

Solicitor for the plaintiff, 2. M. Armstrong. 

Solicitor for the defendant, M. A. Brounstein. 





March 28.—Daubuz and others v. Lavington. 
Specially-indorsed writ—Action for possession by mortgagee against 
mortgagor—Attornment clause—Ord. 3, r. 6 (/.). 


This was an appeal from the master’s order giving the defendant leave 
to defend under order 14. The question was whetlier the writ was 
specially indorsed under ord. 3, r. 6. 

The indorsement on the writ was as follows :—‘“ The plaintiff’s claim is 
for posession of the freehold land and hereditaments kncwn as the 
Twineham Grange Estate, containing together 16la. 2r. 39p. or there- 
abouts, with the capital messuage, stables, cottages, barns, outhouses, 
and rtenances situate in the parish of Twineham, in the county of 
Sussex, which land and premises are on the tithe commutation map for the 
reed owe numbered as follows,” &¢. The above-described d and 

jitaments were demised by the plaintiffs to the defendant by inden- 
tare of the 19th of December, 1881, at the rent there mentioned, subject 
to a proviso that the plaintiff might at any time, after the 25th day of 
December, 1881, enter into and upon the said lands and hereditaments or 
any thereof, and thereby, or in any other way they they might think 
fit, ine the tenancy thereby created, without giving to the defend- 
ant any previous notice te quit. The said tenancy of the defendant was 
duly tmined by notice to = and entry on the said lands and 
hereditaments on the 8th day of February, 1884.” 

The action was brought by mort, 6 against the mortgagor for pos- 
session. The —. was in the usual form, but contained an 
ettornment clause in the following form ;—‘‘ Lastly, the said mortgagees, 








in egy according to the true intent and meaning of the 

ah ct, 1878, do hereby demise unto the said moi tthe oy 
hereditaments, and premises hereinbefore expressed to be hereby 
and the said mortgagor doth hereby attorn tenant thereof to the saiq 
mortgagees, the rent of ae annum being a fair and reasonable rent 
within the meaning of the said Act, to be paid. in advance half-yearly on 
the 24th day of June and on the 25th day of December in every year, the 
first of such payments to be made on or before the execution of thege 
presents, and the next on the said 24th day of June, and so on thence. 
forth. Provided, nevertheless, that the said mortgagees and the survivors 
and survivor of them, and the heirs. of such survivor, their or his 
may, at any time after the said 25th day of December, 1881, enter into 
and upon the said lands and hereditaments, or any part thereof, and 
thereby, or in any other way they or he may think fit, determine the 
tenancy hereby created, without giving to the mortgagor any previous 
notice to quit. And, further, that‘nothing hereinbefore contained shal] 
constitute the said mortgagees mortgagees in possesdion for any other 
purpose than the making of the above determinable demise, or subject 
them to any liability to account or other liability incident to the position 
of mortgagees in possession.”’ : 

Scarlett, for the defendant.—This proviso is found in a document that 
is simply a mortgage deed. If the relationships of mortgagee and mort- 
gagor and of landlord and tenant were allowed to exist together, there 
would be conflicting interests. It is submitted that the whole relation. 
ship of landlord and tenant must exist in every respect to bring a case 
within ord. 3, r. 6 (f.). Here the plaintiff is not really a landlord at all; 
he is a mortgagee. The object of the attornment clause is only to further 
secure the payment of interest. It is of no use at all except for that 


purpose. Further, this is a forfeiture for non-payment of interest, not 
a tenancy duly determined by notice to quit. He cited West v. Fischer 
(L. R. 3 Ex. 216). 


Fre.p, J.—The best conclusion I can come to is that this is a case within 
the words of ord. 3, r. 6 (f.). I do not mean to say thatit is a matter 
free from doubt. With regard to the case of Hobson v. Monk (ante, p, 
235), I have seen Mr. Justice Mathew, who says that he did not intend to 
lay down any general rule in deciding that case. What I have to decide 
is whether this is an action for the recovery of land by a landlord against 
a tenant whose term has expired or has been duly determined by notice to 
quit. The argument is that, in the present case, the plaintiffs are not en- 
titled to specially indorse their writ, and, therefore, are not entitled to 
this aaeales under order 14; and I quite admit that, although there is 
no defence to the action, unless the case is brought within the words of 
sub-section (f.), the defendant is entitled to succeed on this summons, 
The principal relationship between the parties here is, no doubt, that 
of mortgagor and mortgagee. Now, it very often happens that a 
mortgagee who is in possession does not get his interest. No prudent 
mortgagee advances his money with the immediate. prospect of 
taking possession of the mortgaged property. As a rule he 
desires to get interest for the money he has lent. He pr- 
fers to have as security property let to tenants, which gives 
him an additional security beyond the mere power of taking 
possession. In the present case the mortgagee wanted to get, beyond the 
ordinary contract of mortgage, a substitute for the tenancy of a stranger. 
He, therefore, required. .that the mortgagor should put himself in the 
position of a tenant. Then, interest being in arrear, notice to quit is 
given, and, that not being complied with, this action for possession is 
commenced. ‘The question now is whether that is brought by a landlord 

inst a tenant whose term has been duly determined by notice. I 
think that the fact that there exists a contract between these parties, as 
between mortgagee and mortgagor, does not prevent another contract 
being superadded as between landlord and tenant. The rent is to be 
identical with the interest, and the object of the attornment clause is no 
doubt primarily to secure payment of the interest; while to secure pos- 
session, there is an express proviso that the mortgagee may determine thé 
tenancy without giving any notice to quit. It seems to me that, 
according to the construction contended for on. behalf of the defendant, 
no effect whatever is to be given to this contract of tenancy. I cannot 
myself doubt that the mortgagee is in this case a landlord, and that the 
mortgagor is his tenant; and that the tenancy has been duly determined 
by notice to quit. 

Order for judgment; stay of execution pending an appeal. Costs im 
the cause. 

Solicitors for the plaintiffs, Hughes, Masterman, § Rew. 

Solicitor for the defendant, Frank Oherry. 





March 29.—Millard v. Baddeley and others. 


Judgment under order 14, summons for—Action upon bill—Defence, 
fraud— Examination of parties—Ord. 14, r. 3. 


This was an appeal by the defendants from an order of a district 

registrar pe a summons under order 14. < , 
e action was brought on a bill of exchange. The defendants 

affidavit stated that the bill was originally obtained from him by fraud, 
and the plaintiff alleged that he was a bond fide holder for value. The 
district registrar ordered the parties to attend and be examined before 
him, under ord. 14, r. 3. After an investigation, lasting four days, the 
district registrar made an order for judgment. 

Wallace, for the defendants. 

Boddam, for the plaintiff. 

Fret, J.—It has been settled law for twenty years that, where there is 
fraud in the inception of a bill, there is no longer a presumption that 
value has been given, and the onié of proot is shitted. “Where a defend 
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ant says that a bill was obtained from him by fraud, arid that he therefore 
desires tc have the fact that value was given by the plaintiff strictly 
proved, there is no power, upon a summons under order 14, to test the 
story of either party. It ought only to be in an exceptional case that the 
power given by this rule of examining the parties is exercised. It is the 
first time I ever heard of its being done. Jf it became a practice, 1t would 
Jead to great expense, and to actions being tried upon the summons under 
order 14, which was never intended to be done. 

Appeal allowed ; leave to defend ; costs, defendants’ in any event. 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, Pitman § Lane, for Joseph Griffith, Hanley. 

Solicitors for the defendants, Burn §¢ Berridge, for Bennett, Hanley, ¢ 
Julian, Hanley. 


March 31.—Danger v. Nelson. 


This was an appeal from a district registrar. 

The appellant had requested the district registrar to indorse the sum- 
mons for the purpose of appealing, without giving notice of appeal, and 
he had refused todo so. It was stated that the practice of the district 
registrars was only to indorse the summons under ord. 35, r. 9, when they 
aig the point was a doubtful one; and that, in any other case, they 

the party to the other alternative of appealing by notice in writing. 

McCall, for the appellant. 

Fre.p, J.—The district registrar has no discretion in the matter. It is 
the right of the appealing party to have the summons indorsed by the 

istrar if he desires it. 

Solicitor for the appellant, G. Thatcher. 

Solicitors for the respondent, Gregory ¢ Co. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Banxruptcy Norice—Recervine Orper—ConpiTionaAL PAYMENT BY 
Promissory Notre wirutn Seven Days arrer Service—Banxrvuprcy Act, 
1883, s. 4, sun-sEcTion 1 (c.).—In a case of Ex parte Matthew, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 27th ult., a question arose as to the propriety of a 
receiving order. A bankruptcy notice having been served on a debtor, he, 
within seven days after service, gave to the creditor a promissory note 
for the amount of the debt claimed, payable two months after date, and 
the creditor accepted it. Notwithstanding this, the registrar of the county 
court made a receiving order against the debtor, on the petition of the 
creditor, before the note had matured. The Court of Appeal (Corron, 
Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) discharged the order. In the first instance, Fry, 
L.J., expressed some doubt whether, by giving the promissory note, the 
debtor had paid, secured, or compounded for the debt within the mean- 
ing of sub-section 1 (g.) of section 4 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. But 
ultimately the Court held that, the promissory note being a conditional pay- 
ment of the debt, the creditor could not, so long as the note was current, 
be allowed to obtain a receiving order upon the bankruptcy notice.— 
Sorrcrrors, C. R. Steele; Spyer § Son. 


—e 


Banxrvrtcy Notice—‘‘ Finan JupGmMent’?—OrpER FOR PAYMENT OF 
Costs—Banxrvurptcy Act, 1883, s. 4, sus-secrion 1 (c¢.).—In a case of 
Ex parte Schmitz, before the Court of Appeal on the 28th ult., the ques- 
tion arose whether an order for the payment of the costs of an action was 

tnd a anno 


gm Within 
; ptcy Act, 95,8 authorize. 
ce in the case of non-payment.” An action w: 
, in the Chancery Division for the specific performance of a contract. 
The defendants shortly afterwards executed the deeds necessary to carry out 
the contract, and, the object of the action having been thus obtained, an 
order was, on the plaintiff's application, made by Chitty, J., by which it 
was, by consent, ordered that, upon the defendants paying to the plaintiff 
his costs of the action, to be taxed as between solicitor and client, all 
further proceedings in the action should be stayed. Under this order the 
costs were taxed at £61 8s. On February 14, 1884, another order was, 
on the application of the plaintiff, made by Chitty, J., that the defend- 
ants should, on or before February 18, 1884, pay to the plaintiff the 
£61 8s., and also £7 7s. 10d., the ascertained costs of the application. 
These costs not having been paid, the plaintiff, on March 25, applied to 
the registrar to issue a bankruptcy notice against the defendants. The 
strar refused to issue the onthe und e order of 
Februar. final judgment ” wi he meaning of the 
Act ourt 0 ear (C Ny BOWES, and Fry;~L.JJ.) aflirmed 
ntended on behalf of the appellant that the term 
“final judgment’’ included any order which ly settled the question 
between the es to an action, and that the case was distinguishable 
from Ex parte Chinery (ante, p. 327), the question there being whether a 
garnishee order absolute was a ‘‘ final judgment” against the garnishee. 
The court held that it was not, but there the proceeding, in which the 
order was made against the garnishee, was not an action, as the proceed- 
oy the present case was, Corron, L.J., thought that the trar was 
right. The only question was whether the order for ment of these 
costs would properly be described as a ‘‘ final judgment.”” The question 
was, not whether it was a final order, but whether it was a “final judg- 
ment.’’ Even if Ex parte Chinery had not been decided, his lordship 
would have been of opinion, as he was in that case, that the strict legal 
meaning must be given to the words, whless there was som: in the 
context of the s which showed that another m was intended, 
He'was of opinion that the words propérly meant a jadgmént in an 









the decisi ; 


action, and that there was nothing in the context to show that they wére 
in any other sense. wEN, L.J., He t the case 
was covered by the decision in Ex parte Chinery. The action had not been 
prosecuted to final judgment. Fry,.L.J., was of the same opinion.— 
Soricrrors, Roscoe, Hincks, § Sheppard. } : 





ApsupicaTIon or Bankruptcy—Acr or BaNKRUPTCY COMMITTED BEFORE 
THE Ist or January, 1884—LiqumaTion ProceEDINGS PENDING ON THE 
Ist or January, 1884—Svunsequent Farvre or CREDITORS TO Pass 
ResotutTions—REHEARING—Bankruptrcy Act, 1869, ss. 4, 5, 94, 104, 
169.—In a case of Ex parte May, before the Court of Appeal on the 27th 
ult., a question arose as to the validity of an adjudication of bankruptcy, 
made since the Bankruptcy Act of 1883 came penton -h since 
the Ist of January, 1 in a proceeding taken under the Bankruptcy Act, 
1869. On the 12th of December, 1883, a debtor filed a liquidation petition 
in the London Bankruptcy Court. The first meeting of the creditors was 
held on the 28th of December, and was adjourned to the 15th of January, 
1884. On that day the creditors met, and without passing any 
resolution and without any further adjournment, and the liquidation pro- 
ceedings thus became abortive. On the 2lst of January a creditor pre- 
sented a bankruptcy petition against the debtor, under the Act of 1869, 
founded on the act of bankruptcy which had been committed by sehen 
of the liquidation petition, and on ths Ist of Fe the court adjudi 
the debtor a bankrupt. The debtor appeared on the hearing of map pei 
tion, but he raised no objection to the jurisdiction of the court, nor did he 
appeal from the adjudication. At this time it was supposed, in con- 
sequence of a decision of Mathew, J., in chambers, in Jn re Carr, on the 
18th of January (referred to ante, p. 231), that this was the proper course 
of proceeding to take advantage of an act of bankruptcy committed before 
the Act of 1883 came into operation. Mathew, i. en directed that 

titions for adjudication under the Act ef ’ res’ ‘of 

ankruptcy committed while that Act was in operation, were still-to be 
received. But on the 22nd of February the Court of Appeal, in Ex parte 
Pratt (ante, p. 327), held that the proper way fora creditor to avail himself 
of such an act of bankruptcy by an independent petition of his own was 
by a petition under the Act of 1883. Onthe 14th of March, 1883, after the 
expiration of the twenty-one days allowed for appealing from the adjudi- 
cation, the debtor applied to the registrar to appoint a day for him to 
apply for the rehearing of the bankruptcy petition, with a view to the 
discharging the adjudication for irregularity, on the ground that at the 
time of the presentation of the petition the creditor’s right to present it, 
and the liability of the debtor to be adjudicated a bankrupt under the Act 
of 1869, had ceased. The registrar refused to grant the application, and 
his decision was affirmed by the Court of Ap; (Corron, Bowen, 
Fry, L.JJ.). Corron, L.J., was unwilling that any doubt sheuld be 
thrown on the power of the court to direct a rehearing. But it wasa 
nt which ought to be exercised with great caution, and it should not 

» used for the — of extending the time for appealing from the 
original order. If the question raised was not one of jurisdiction, he 
should have thought the objection that the application for a i 
was made after the expiration of the time for Srerseag Sm the adjudi- 
tion a fatal objection—if, for instance, the question had one affecting 
only the right of a particular creditor, such as the rejection of a proof. 
Here, however, the objection was that, having regard to section 169 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which repealed the Act of 1869, the registrar had 
no jurisdiction to make the adjudication. But that section contained certain 
savings of existing rights and liabilities. Here the liquidation proceed- 
ings were pending when the Act of 1883 came into operation, and they 
afterwards became inoperative by reason of the failure of the creditors to 
pass any resolutions. is put an end to the liquidation proceedings in 
this sense, that they could not afterwards be le effective for the pur- 
pose of administering the debtor’s property without some order of the 
court, but the proceedings were kept alive for the purpose of enabling the 
court to exercise the power, given to it by sub-section 12 of section 125 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, to adjudicate the debtor a bankrupt, and even 
for the purpose of enabling the court to direct a fresh first meeting of the 
creditors to be held. The creditor's petition in the present case was 
founded on the act of bankruptcy committed by the filing of the liquida- 
tion petition. It was a petition under the Act of 1869, and the adjudi- 
cation was an ordinary one—not an adjudication under the special power 
given to the court by sub-section 12 of section 125. His lordship was of 
opinion that there was no jurisdiction to make an adjudication in way, 
and that the right which the creditor would have had under the Act of 
1869 to present the petition, and the liability of the debtor to be made a 
bankrupt in that way, were not saved by sub-section 2 (b.) of section 169. 
That was decided in Er parte Pratt. But the debtor appeared on the 
hearing of the petition, and teok no objection to the jurisdiction of the 
court. to make the yee in that way. If, then, the court had 
jurisdiction to make the adjudication under the Act of 1869 in another 
way, and there was good ground for ing it, the court ought not to allow 
a rehearing eer because the order adjudication was made in a 
wrong form, the objection not having been raised when it was made. 
It was true that at that time it had been decided by Mathew, J., that the 
court had jurisdiction in such a case to make an adjudication under the 
Act of 1869, but a reh ought not to be allowed merely because of 
a subsequent different decision of the Court of 4 on a question of 
law, except ina hye 8 case, The question was, the 
registrar had jurisd m tod make the adjudication under the Act of 
1869 if he had* proceeded in a different way. His lordship was of 
opinion that the registrar had jurisdiction to make the 





under the power. to the court, by sub-section 12 
125 of the Act of fies, to convert a Hquidation into 
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ruptcy, this power being kept alive by sub-section 3 of section 169 
of the Bankruptcy Act of 1883, in the case of liquidation proceedings 
which were pending on the Ist of January, 1884. Therefore, though 
the order of adjudication was erroneous in form, yet, as it might 
have been made right in form, and the debtor was present when it was 
made, and did not take the objection, he ought not to be allowed now 
to- have a rehearing. Bowery, L.J., was of the same opinion. He 
agreed that the court ought not lightly to allow a rehearing after the 
time for appealing had expired, or to encourage applications for re- 
hearing. e question was, whether this was an adjudication which the 
court could not have had jurisdiction to make if it had proceeded in 
the proper way. After the decision in Ex parte Pratt, it was clear that 
the proper course for a creditor to take, if he wished to present a bank- 
ruptcy petition, founded on an act of bankruptcy committed before the 
commencement of the Act of 1883, was to petition under that Act, and 
it followed, his lordship thought, that the court had now no power to 
make an adjudication under the Act of 1869 simply on the ground 
that an act of bankruptcy ‘had been committed Geis the Ist of 
January, 1884. But there was one kind of adjudication which might still 
a. under the Act of 1869—i.¢., when liquidation proceedings were 
pending on the Ist of January, 1884, they were kept alive by sub- 
section 3 of section 169, and the court had still the power, if it chose 
to exercise it, of making an adjudication under the power given by 
sub-section 12 of section 125 of the Act of 1869. He thought that that was 
pointed out in Ex parte Pratt. It was true that the court in the 
resent case, being misled by a previous decision, did make the ad- 
Fudication on a wrong ground. But it would have had jurisdiction, if 
it chose to do so, and its attention had been called to the point, to 
make the very same adjudication under sub-section 12 of section 125, on the 
und that there were pending liquidation proceedings, in which 
Fistice could not be obtained for the creditors unless they were con- 
into a bankruptcy. If the point had been taken, the court could 
have clothed itself with jurisdiction, under sub-section 12 of section 125. 
The debtor had no right to allow the court, which could exercise 
jurisdiction rightly, to exercise jurisdiction wrongly, and then come to the 
Court of Appeal and say that there was no jurisdiction to make the 
order which was made. The answer to him was, the court had 
jurisdiction if it had exercised it in the right form. Fry, L.J., was 
of the same opinion. He thought there was no doubt the court had 
jurisdiction to allow a rehearing. But, as a general rule, rehearings 
should be regulated with reference to the time limited for appealing. 
Otherwise a new right of appeal would be given. His lordship thought 
(though this was not the ground of his decision) that in the present 
case the delay from the 22nd of February to the 14th of March had nct 
been sufficiently accounted for. It was not necessary to say what the 
present decision might have been if there had been absolutely no 
jurisdiction to make the adjudication, for his lordship agreed that, 
though the order was made in a wrong form, there was jurisdiction 
to make it in another form. It appeared to his lordship that, when 
liquidation proceedings under the Act of 1869 were pending on the Ist of 
January, 1884, and a receiver had been appointed who had not been 
discharged, then, if the proceedings became abortive, there were two 
courses open to a creditor. He might treat the filing of the petition 
as an act of bankruptcy, and present a bankruptcy petition founded on 
that act of bankruptcy; and, according to Ex parte Pratt, a petition 
under section 5 of the Act of 1883 might be founded on such an 
act of bankruptcy. But there was an alternative proceeding; and if 
the circumstances mentioned in sub-section 12 of section 125 of the 
Act of 1869 occurred, the court might adjudicate the debtor a bank- 
rupt—i.e., might convert the liquidation proceedings into bankruptcy 
gs. Therefore, though the court in the present case proceeded 
on an erroneous footing, there was jurisdiction to make the adjudication, 
if it had proceeded in the right way.—Soxrcrrors, Buchanan § Rogers ; 
Spyer § Son. 





Srature or Liswrrations—AcknowLEpGMENT or Dent.—In a case of 
Green v. Humphreys, before the Court of Appeal on the 3ist ult., the 
question arose whether there had been an acknowledgment of a debt 
sufficient to exclude the operation of the Statute of Limitations. The 
plaintiffs were the executors of John Humphreys, and it was proved that 
there was a sum of £328 due in account between the defendant and the 
testator. The amount had been due for more than six years, and no pay- 
ment of principal or interest had been made to John Humphreys or the 
plaintiffs for upwards of six years before the action was brought. The 
defendant having pleaded the statute, the plaintiffs gave in evidence the 
following letter :—‘‘ I thank you for your very kind intentions to give up 
the rent of Tyn-y-bwrwydd next Christmas, but Iam happy to say at 
that time both principal and interest will have been paid in full.” 
Pollock, B., held (23 Ch. D. 207) that the letter related to the debt in 
question, and that it contained a sufficient acknowledgment to imply a 

to pay, and accordingly gave judgment for the plaintiffs. The 

of Appeal (Corrox, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Corrox, L.J., said that it was needless to go into other cases where 
different words had been held sufficient or insufficient. The rule was 
that, if there was an unconditional acknowledgment, not controlled by 
other language, the court concluded that oe making the acknow- 
ledgment intended a promise to pay. If he owledged the debt to be 
due, the inference was an intention to pay. It had been said in one 
of the cases that an implication of law was insufficient, That was true 


with regard to an implied contract, but here the promise was to be 


was an obligation implied by law, but whether from the written words’ 
promise to pay could be inferred. Perhaps the expression of 1 hope to 
pay, along with an acknowledgment, would be enough, but in the words 
of the letter in question there was no acknowledgment. Therefore, the 
case was not taken out of the statute, and the appeal must be allowed, 
Bowen, L.J., concurred. Fry, L.J., said there was no question as to a 
promise, it was only as to acknowledgment. The case presented a 
difficulty, because the letter referred to intentions as to which there wag 
no evidence. It was for the party who relied on the document to produce 
the evidence. Was there a good acknowledgment? There must be an 
admission by the writer that a debt was owing by him. It was not 
enough to refer to a debt existing and due from somebody ; there must be 
an admission of the debt by the writer.—Soticrrors, Hunters, Gwatkin, § 
Haynes ; Davidson § Morriss. 





Petition FoR APPOINTMENT OF New TrusTkE—TRUSTEE ALLEGED TO BE 
ot Unsounp Mrnp—Trusree Act, 1850, ss. 32, 52.—In a case of In ve 
Combs, before the Court of Lunacy on the 29th ult., a question arose as to 
the appointment of a new trustee, on a petition under the Trustee Act, 
1850, in the place of a trustee who was alleged to be of unsound mind 
but had not boon so found, having re to the provisions of section 52 
of the Act, which provides that, ‘‘ Upon any petition being presen 
under this Act, to the Lord Chancellor, intrusted as aforesaid, conce 
a person of unsound mind, it shall be lawful for the Lord Chancellor, 
should he so think fit, to direct that a commission, in the nature of @ 
writ de lunatico inquirendo, shall issue concerning such person, and 
pone making any order upon such petition until a return shall have 
made to such petition.’? The alleged lunatic trustee appeared by cow 
on the hearing of the petition, and asserted that he was not of unsound 
mind, and that there was no ground for removing him from the office of 
trustee. Under these circumstances, the Court (Corron, Bowsgn, and 
Fry, L.JJ.) held that it ought not to exercise jurisdiction under the 
Trustee Act. Corton, L.J., said that, if the petitioners were in a position 
to do so, of course they could present a bare in the ordinary way for 
an inquiry into the trustee’s state of mind, and they could bring an action 
in the High Court, on any sufficient grounds, to have him removed from his 
office. But his lordship thought that an order to remove him ought not 
to be made under the Trustee Act. He would not go into the question 
whether there was jurisdiction under the Act to make such anorder. But 
ever since the Act came into operation it had been the constant course of 
practice to decliné to decide litigiously against a trustee, on a petition 
under the Act, that he ought tobe remoyed, and his lordship would not 
introduce a tew practice. If a trustee could be removed adversely on 
the ground that he was of unsound mind, the same thing might be done 
on a petition on any ground which would justify the court in removing 
him in an action. An action could be brought in the High Court, or & 
petition might be presented in lunacy for an inquiry, at the ordinary risk 
as to costs. In Jn re Walker (Cr. & Ph. 147), a case under the Act 
4 Geo. 4 and 1 Will. 4, c. 60, s. 5, Lord Cottenham, C., said (p. 150) :— 
‘«T am of opinion that the Act was only intended to enable parties entitled 
to the benefit of a legal estate to obtain it from a person in whom it is 
vested, and who is admitted to be incompetent to convey it, and not to 
involve his family in a controversy, in which they have no sort of interest, 
as to whether he is a lunatic or not, merely for the accommodation of third 
persons.’’ Corron, L.J., said that that was his opinion in the present, 
case. The power given by section 52 had never yet been exercised in 4 
case in which a person alleged to be a lunatic contested the truth of the 
allegation, and said that there was no ground for removing him, and i 
might well be intended to apply to a case in which, though there was no 
contest, the court was not satisfied as to the unsoundness of mind, and 
it could then direct an inquiry. In his lordship’s opinion the object of the 
Trustee Act was, not to create a new mode of procedure for determining 
hostilely to a trustee whether he ought to be removed, but only, when he 
was willing to be removed, and there was no contest that his state of mind 
was such that he ought to be removed, to provide a summary and easy 
procedure for his removal. Bowen, L.J., concurred. Fry, L.J., was of 
the same opinion Soon after the passing of the Act, Turner, V.C., 
in In re Hodson’s Settlement (9 Ha. 118), said (p. 121) :—“‘ I think that this 
statute was not intended to give the court jurisdiction to remove & 
trustee where he states that he is desirous of continuing in the trust. 
The Act empowers the court, whenever it is expedient, to appoint a new 
trustee ; but that provision is, I think, confined to the appomtment, and 
does not extend to the discharge of a trustee who is willing to remain. 
Whether lunacy, if it existed, was a ground for removing or discharging 
a trustee, or whether it of itself created a vacancy, the contest in either 
case would be so similar in kind that the principle which induced the 
court to stay its hand under the Act in the one case would equally induce 
it todo so in the other. His lordship thought that no mference could 
be drawn from section 52 that the court had power to remove a trustee 
when his unsoundness of mind was contested. He thought the power 
given by section 52 was meant to apply to a case inewhich, though there 
was no contest, the court might ube to be better informed as to the 
alleged lunacy. The court would be departing from the well-established 
course of procedure if it were to allow a controversy as to the lunacy of 
the trustee to be gone into on a petition under the Trustee Act.— 
Soxicrrons, Schultz ¢ Son ; Combs, Bayly, § Henley. 





Wu1—Consrrvcrion—Lecacy—Sprerciric, DemonsTRATIVE, OR GENERAL. 
—In a case of McClellan v. Clark, before Pearson, J., on the 27th ult., 





inferred from what the had said; it was not the case of a duty 
imposing upon him an obligation, The question was not whether there t 


the question arose whether a legacy was specific, demonstrative, or general. 
A Ph rarer mg giving a variety of specific legacies, directed fhat her 
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tristees should stand possessed of the sum of £1,500, then invested in 
tie Bombay, Baroda, and Central India Railway Company, upon trust, in 
se her brother should at any time within the period of five years after 
her death present himself to her executors and they should be satisfied of 
his identity, but not otherwise, to pay and apply the interest thereof for 
his benefit during his life; and she directed her trustees to receive the 
dividends of the trust fund as they should accrue due during the said five 
years, or until her brother should so present himself, and should invest the 
game in any security they might think fit so as to produce compound 
interest, and such interest, at the expiration of the five years, was to fall 
intoand form part of her residuary estate. And the testatrix further de- 
dared that after the period of five years, or after the decease of her brother, 
and in either case, whichever should first happen, she bequeathed to a 
charity £500, being part of the said Bombay, Baroda, and Central India 
Railway shares. The testatrix died in 1881, and at her death she was not 
of any shares whatever in the Bombay, Baroda and Central 
india Railway ae: and her brother had not made his a ce. 
The question was whether the charity was entitled to a sum of 3500 to be 
out of the general estate of the testatrix. Prarson, J., held that 
the gift to the charity had failed. He said that the question whether a 
legacy was specific or demonstrative was always very doubtful. Numerous 
cases had been decided upon the point, and many definitions had been laid 
down by the judges from time to time. This lady made her will in 1865, 
at which time it was evident she did not know whether her brother was 
alive or not. She then gave to her trustees a particular fund, and they 
were to pay the interest to her brother if he presented himself to them. 
It was clear to his lordship's mind that this was a legacy of a special fund, 
and not a general legacy of £1,500. Atthe time of her death in 1881 
these railway shares had been disposed of, and it was reasonable to sup- 
- that, as the brother did not make his appearance, the testatrix spent 
money when she required it, and, the specific fund being no longer in 
existence, the legacy of £500 given to the charity in case the brother did 
not appear, which was to be paid out of that particular fund, had failed 
also, and the charity could not claim the amount out of the general estate. 
—Souicrrors, H. M. Phillips ; John McClellan. 





InrAnt—MainTENANCE—Discretion oF TrustEES—ConTINGENT INTEREST 
¢iven BY Witt—Expresston or Contrary Intrention—Drirecrion To 
ACCUMULATE INcomE—CoNVEYANCING Act, 1881, s. 43.—In a case of In re 
Thatcher’s Trusts, before Pearson, J., on the 29th ult., the question arose 
whether trustees had a discretion to apply the income of a fund to which 
infants were, under a will, absolutely entitled, contingently on their 
attaining twenty-one, or, if daughters, marrying under that age, in or 
towards the maintenance and education of the infants, there being in the 
will an express direction to accumulate the income of the shares of the 
infants, and pay the same to them as and when their presumptive shares 
should become payable under the previous trust. Section 43 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, provides that—“‘ (1.) Where any property is held 
by trustees in trust for an infant, either for life or for any greater interest, 
ad whether absolutely or contingently on his attaining the age of 
twenty-one years, or on the occurrence of any event before his attaining 
that age, the trustees may, at their sole discretion, pay to the mfant’s 
parent or guardian, if any, or otherwise apply, for or towards the infant’s 
maintenance, education, or benefit, the income of that property, or any 
part thereof, whether there is any other fund applicable to the same 
purpose, or any person bound by law to provide for the infant’s mainten- 
ance or education or not.’’ ‘‘(3.) This section applies only if and as fur 
$a contrary intention is not expressed in the instrument under which the 
interest of the infant arises, and shall have effect subject to the terms of 
that instrument, and to the provisions therein contained.” Pzarson, J., 
held that the testator had not expressed a contrary intention, and that 
the trustees might apply the income in or towards the maintenance and 
education of the infants.—Soxicrrors, J. ¢ W. Maude. 





Apromvrment or Recerver AND Manacer—Foreciosure’ Action— 
Bayxrurrcy or Derenpant—Banxruptcy Act, 1883, s. 12.—In a case 
of Deacon v. Arden, before Pearson, J.,on the 28th ult., a question arose 
ag to the confirmation of the appointment of an interim receiver appointed 
by the Chancery Division, the defendant having meanwhile presented a 
bankruptcy petition, under which he had been adjudicated a bankrupt. 
The action was brought to enforce a mortgage by foreclosure or sale. the 
m e was of a freehold brewery and certain ‘‘tied’’ public-houses 
Mentioned in a schedule to the deed, together with the fixed motive-power, 
machinery, plant, and utensils also mentioned in the schedule. The 
goodwill of the brewery business was not included in the mortgage. On 
the 4th of March, on an er parte application by the plaintiff, Pearson, J., 
se peal interim receiver of the rentsand profits of the property com- 

in the mortgage. ‘I'he fee then gave notice of motion for the 
appointment of a receiver and manager of the brewery business. This 
motion came on to be heard on the 2lst of March, and it then appeared 
that on the 19th of March the defendant had presented a te ane 1 
— against himself upon which a receiving order was made the same 

Y, and he wason the same day, on his own application, adjudicated a 
bankrupt. Thereupon Pearson, J., continued the interim order over the 
next motion day in order that the official receiver in bankruptcy might be 
added asa defendant to the action, and be served with notice of the motion. 
This was done, and on the 28th of March the motion came on again, and 
the official receiver and opposed it, contending that the ad- 
ministration of the property ought to take panes in bankruptcy, and that 
Ofna manager sho d be appointed under the powers conferred on the 

cial receiver by section 12 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, until the ap- 





petehntet of eliuine St boy hy: . Fuente BOS Sahat 
ver ough: appointed r) accordingly made an 
order appointing a receiver of the comprised in the mortgage, 


with power to carry on the business of the brewery, and for that purpose 
to wn ton of the — comprised in the schedule to the mortgage 
rs 


deed.—Souicrrors, As t, Morris, § Co. ; Jennings, Son, ¢ Burton. 





Costs—FurTHER CONSIDERATION—APPEARANCE OF PARTIES UNNECES- 
SARILY.—In a case of Lees v. Stanley, before Pearson, J., on the 31st ult., 
a question arose as to the costs of persons appearing on the further con- 
sideration of an administration action. Pranrson, J., said that, though the 
court could not prevent the appearance of persons who were enti to 
appear, if more persons appeared than was necessary, the court could 
protect the estate by fying only one set of costs am them. He 
understood that this had been recently done in the Probate Division, and 
he should act upon that rule in such circumstances.—Soxicrrors, Field, 


Roscoe, & Co. 





Pracrice—Disrvte as To Terms or OrperR—DtrrgRENCE BETWEEN 
InpoRsEMENTS ON CouNsEL’s Briers—Evipence sy Arripavit.—In a 
case of Free v. Amery, before Pearson, J., on the 28th ult., a question arose 
as to the exact terms of a previous order. Pearson, J., said that when an 
order had been made by the court after argument, and a question sub- 
sequently arose as to the exact terms of the order, it must be determined 
by the note taken by the registrar who was in court at the time. But 
when an order was taken by t between the ies, the court 
having nothing to do with settling the terms of it, anda te afterwards 
arose as to the terms agreed upon, he would not allow affidavits to be filed 
to show what were the terms which the parties had intended. This course 
had frequently been adopted, and had caused considerable mse. In 
future he should not allow any costs of such affidavits, and he should 
treat the matter as if no order had been .made.—Sonicirors, Soames, 


Edwards, § Jones. 





Wiii—Accerrance or Trust ny Lecarss—Svupsequent Deciaration 
or Trust BY UNATTESTED PapER—Non-communicaTion to Trustee.—In 
a case of In re Boyes, Boyes v. Carritt, before Kay, J , the judgment in 
which was delivered on the 29th ult., an important question arose as 
to the validity of a trust contained in two letters written by a testator, 
and pees. | to his executor and universal legatee, but not communicated 
to him until after the testator’s death. The deceased some time before 
his death had made a will, by which he constituted the defendant, who 
was his solicitor, executor, and sole beneficiary. He informed the 
defendant of this, telling him that he was to hold the property as trustee 
for certain objects of his bounty, which he would indicate to him later, to 
which the defendant assented. The testator then proceeded abroad, and 
died at Ghent in 1882, without having given any directions to the defend- 
ant with regard to the property ; but after his death two letters, in his hand- 
writing, were found in his desk sealed up and addressed to the defendant, in 
both of which he expressed his desire that the defendant should have £25 to 
buy a trinket in memory of him, and that all the rest of his property should 
go to a lady who had been travelling with him. The lady stated that the 
testator had told her of his having written the letters, the second 
in case the first should be lost, also where she would find them in case 
his death, and directed her in such case to forward them to the defendant, 
which she did. Preceedings having been commenced in the Probate 
Division by the next of kin to recall the grant of probate to the defendant, 
he admitted, in the course of those i that he held the prop- 
erty as trustee only, but that he considered a trust was established in 
favour of the lady. Thereupon those proceedings were discontinued, and 
this action was instituted by the next of kin im the Chancery Division for 
a declaration that the defendant was a trustee for them. Kay, J., held 
that the next of kin were entitled to the property. His — ref 
to the authorities as deci , on the one hand, that if it had been 
expressed on the face of the will that the defendant was a trustee, but the 
trusts were not thereby declared, no trust declared afterwards by a paper 
not executed as a will could be binding. On the other hand, it was well 
established that where no trust appears on the face of the will, but the 
testator has been induced either to make, or not to revoke, a will by a 
promise on the part of the legatee to deal with the property in a ified 
manner, the court treats the trust as binding on the conscience of the 
legatee, and compels its performance. But no case has ever yet decided 
that a testator can, by imposing on a legatee a trust, the objects of which 
he does not communicate to him, enable himself to evade the Statute of 
Wills by declaring those objects in an unattested paper found after his 
death. In order to make such a trust binding, it is essential that it 
should be communicated to the 1 in the testator’s lifetime, and that 
he should accept that particular . It might be that he would be 
bound by a trust contained in a sealed ‘et, according to which he had 
engaged to hold the property, although he might not know the actual 
terms of the trust, the reason that had he not ao accepted it the 
testator would have revoked his . But suppose the case of an 
engagement to hold the property only upon the terms of a paper that 
might be found after the testator’s death—even the evidence 
here to amount to that—the rule of law would intervene which prevents a 
testator from declaring a trust by a paper not executed as a will. For 
this purpose there was no difference between the case of a1 declared 
to be a trustee on the face of the wal, oe Nerastnae, b own under- 


so 
taking. A 1 could not, by accepting an indefinite trust, enable a 
sare Miyin. xye pews dns $y His lordship added an expression 
of regret at the testator’s evident intentions being frustrated, although to 
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effectuate them would be to. make a serious innovation on the law 

to testamentary instruments, and concladed by expressing a hope 
that tlie next of kin would consider the claim whiich ‘this lady had upon 
their generosity.—Sonrcrrors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray ; Reyroux, Phillips, § 





Powsr To Apromst Trustses—Restramt on Exercise ny ALIENATION 
—Concurnence or Atreness.—In a case of Hardaker v. Moorhouse, before 
North, J., on the 25th ult., the question arose whether the donee of a 

to appoint new trustees during his life could be restrained, by the 
alienation of his interest under the settlement, from exercising his power 
without the consent of the alienees, By a settlement of 1862 four cottages 
and the sum of £200 were settled upon trust to pay to A. an annuity of 
£20, and subject thereto in trust for B., and the settlement contained a 
power to the latter to appoint new trustees during his life. In 1865 B. 
aged his interest in the whole of the trust property to ©. In 1867 
C. sold the cottages under his power of sale, subject to the annuity, but 
the purchase-money was not sufficient to pay off his mortgage in full. 
The investments representing the £200 were not sold, and B., retained his 
equity of redemption therein. In 1872 the defendant became beneficially 
interested in the cottages, and obtained possession of them, In 1874 the sur- 
viving trustee of the settlement died, leaving the defendant his executor, who 
thereupon became entitled to the £200 on the trusts of the settlement. The 
defendant managed the trust from that time till the commencement of the 
action. In 1882 B. — two new trustees without notice to the de- 
fendant, who declined to pay over the £200, on the ground that no appoint- 
* ment of trustees was valid without the consent of all the persons interested 
in the property. Norrn, J., said that the person primarily interested in the 
settled property was the annuitant, and that the power, not being limited 
to the continuance of the donee’s estate, did not contemplate the cesser of the 
trust by a person not being willing to consent to an appointment. In his lord- 
ship’s opinion the exercise of the power did not depend upon the question 
whether B. had or had not the estate; moreover, he had not parted 
absolutely with his interest in the whole estate. It followed, from the 
argument of the defendant, that parting with the smallest portion of the 
estate would prevent the donee of the power from exercising it as to the 
whole. To make the exercise of such a power dependent upon the will of 
the alienees might inflict great hardship upon the cestuis que trustent, by 
orcing them to apply to the court to appoint new trustees. His lordship 
then reviewed Alexander v. Mills (19 W. R. 310, L. R. 6 Ch. 124), and the 
authorities therein discussed, and came to the conclusion that the power 
in B. was not extinguished by the alienation of his estate; and the exer- 
' cise of the power, not being a derogation from his grant, was valid without 
the consent of the alienees, as the question depended upon the original 
terms of the settlement, and was not affected by what subsequently 
med.—Soricrrors, Jaques, Layton, §& Jaques, for Watson § Dickons, 
Bradford ; Killick, Hutton, & Vint, Bradford. 
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Esrorret.—Pronatre Actrton—Compromisek —Setrinc AsiIp—E — Fravp— 
Forcery or Wi1t—Revocation or Pronate.—In the Probate, Divorce, 
= Admiralty Division, on the Ist inst., judgment was delivered 

the case of Priestman v. Thomas. The statement of claim alleged that 
the plaintiff was the executor of the will of James Whalley, executed in 
a 1881 ; that an alleged will of the deceased, bearing date the 27th of 

h, 1881, had been propounded in a former action, to which the present 
laintiff was a party ; and that the present plaintiff, relying upon certain 
False representations, had agreed to a compromise of the action; that 
afterwards, on discovering that the will of March, 1881, was a forgery, a 
suit was instituted in the Chancery Division for the purpose of setting 
aside the compromise; that the said suit was afterwards transferred to the 
Queen’s Bench Division, and was tried before Manisty, J., when the jury 
found that the compromise had been obtained by the fraud of Thomas, 
one of the present defendants; and that the will of March, 1881, was a 
forgery. The plaintiff sought a declaration that the defendants were 
oa. from denying that the compromise was a fraud, and a revocation 
of the grant of probate, on the ground that the will of March, 1881, was 
forged. The defendants, by their statement of defence, denied the execu- 
tion of the will alleged to have been made in April, 1881, and the allega- 
tions as to the forgery, and as to the compromise having been obtained by 
fraud ; and they alleged that they were not estopped by the judgment in 
the chancery suit from denying the forgery. The court having directed 
the question of estoppel to be argued before the trial of the issue of 
fact, the plaintiff’s counsel had contended that the defendants were 
estopped by the judgment in the chancery action from denying that the will 
was a forgery, since the issue in both suits was the same in substance, if 
not in form. On behalf of the defendants it was contended that there 
‘Was no 1, since the two actions had been brought for different ob- 
ects, and that the plaintiff ought to have claimed a revocation of probate 
the chancery action. Hanxen, P., after taking time to consider his 
judgment, now held that the defendants were estopped hy the previous 
judgment from denying that the will was a forgery, since the issue in the 

‘0 actions was practically identical, and he based his decision upon the 
case of Flitters v. Allfrey (L. R. 10 C. P. 29), where the earlier authorities 
on the same subject are collected. In that case the judgment of a county 
court was held to be conclusive upon a question of tenancy, and the court 
examined the judgment of the county court judge to ascertain what had 
been actually decided. With reference to the argument that revocation 
of probate oe to have been claimed in the chancery action, it was clear 
that such relief was not within the jurisdiction of the Chancery Division 
under the Judicature Acts. The question of estoppel must therefore be 
Gecided in favour of the plaintiff.—Soricrrons, Torr, Janeways, Gribble, 
$ Oddie ; Bell & Steward. 
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SOLICITORS' CASES. 
QUEEN’s Bencu Drviston.* 
(Before Day and Smrrn, JJ.) 
March 28.—Combe v. Brown. 
Ord. 70, rr. 5, 11—Costs ordered to be paid by defendants’ solicitor, 


This was an application to restore to the paper a notic» of motion by 
the defendant, on appeal from Field, J., affirming an order of Master 
Gordon, under order 14, giving the plaintiff judgment in an action for re. 
covery of a of a house. The said appeal was dismissed with costy 
on March 12, counsel not appearing in its vy ee 

On the present occasion counsel appeared, but when the case was called 
on he stated that he was without the necessary affidavit, which he had bee, 
led to expect would have been - lied to him. 

A. G. MelIntyre, for the plaintiff, applied that the court would 
order the costs of the motion te be paid by the defendants’ solicitor, 

The Covurr dismissed the or and made the order asked for 
as to costs, pointing out that the solicitor’s office was in the immodiate 
——— of the courts, and that there could be no excuse for the 
neglect, 





OBITUARY. 


MR. MARTIN HUNNYBUN, 


Mr. Martin Hunnybun, solicitor, of Huntingdon, Thrapston, and 
Oundle, died at Huntingdon on the 26th ult. Mr. Hunnybun was born ip 
1807. He was admitted a solicitor in 1831, and he had carried on business 
at Huntingdon for about half a century, having more recently had branch 
offices at Thrapstone and at Oundle. He was a Tg ager commissioner for 
Huntingdonshire and Northamptonshire, and he had a very extensive 
private practice. He had also held several important public appointments. 
He was town clerk of Gcdmanchester and clerk to the magistrates of that 
borough, and he was formerly clerk to the Huntingdon Board of Guardians 
and superintendent registrar. Mr. Hunnybun was, at the time of his 
death, associated in partnership with his sons, Mr. Gerald Hunnybua, 
who was admitted in 1873, and is clerk to the county magistrates at 
Thrapstone, and Mr. Edward Walter Hunnybun, who was admitted a 
solicitor in 1881, and is clerk to the Huntingdon Board of Guardians. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Greorce Crave. Friutrer, solicitor, of Wareham, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Rosert Ricuarpson AmBuer, solicitor, of Liverpool and Birken- 
head, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Heyey Joun Watxer, solicitor, of Manchester, has been appointed 
by the Right Hon. Sir James Hannen to be Registrar of the District Pro 
bate Registry at Manchester, in succession to Mr. John Burder, deceased. 
Mr. Walker is also district registrar at Manchester under the Judicature 
Acts. He was admitted a solicitor in 1867. 


Mr. Ricuarp Farmer, solicitor (of the firm of Parry, Gamon, & 
Farmer), of Chester and Liverpool, has been appointed a Commissioner 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Georce Coxe, solicitor, of 1, Church-court, Clement’s-lane, has 
been elected Vestry Clerk of the parishes of St. Clement Eastcheap, and 
St. Martin Orgar. Myr. Cole was admitted a solicitor in 1879. Both 
appointments were held by his father, the late Mr. George Henry Cole. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, 


James Fraser and Cuartes Witrrip Buaxuanp, solicitors (Fraser & 
Blaxland), Ashford. March 25. ; 
Wiiuram Howarp, James Inouis, and Freperic Joun Kezxina, solici- 
tors (Howard, Inglis, & Keeling), Colchester. March 25. 
[ Gazette, March 28.] 
Tuomas Wiii1am Marcuant, Perrone Purvis, and Henry Benwelly 
solicitors (Marchant, Purvis, & Benwell), 8, George-yard, Lombard-street, 
London, and the London and County Bank-building, Broadway, Dept- 
ford, Kent. March 31. The said Thomas William Marchant and Henry 
Benwell will continue to practise at 8, George-yard, Lombard-street, and 
the London and County Bank-buildings, Broa@way, Deptford, Kent, 
under the style of Marchant & Benwell. 
Joun Tuomas Warson and Josgra Wueattey, solicitors (Watson & 
Wheatley), 23, Leadenhall-street, London. March 28, 
(Gazette, April 1.] 





Mr. William Shaw, Q.C, of the North-Eastern Circuit, has beet 
elected Treasurer of Gray’s-inn for the ensuing year. 
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* Reported by Cuanies Caonzy, Boq),’ Barrister -at-Law. os 
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Oriminal Law Amendment (Earl of Datwovsrr), 
March 28.— Royal Commission. 
The Royal Assent was given by Commission to the Consolidated Fund 
No. 1) Bill and the Valuation of the Metropolis Act (Amendment) Bill, 


Bille in Committee, 


Intestates’ Estates; Local Government Provisional Orders (both passed | Monday, April .... 
T 


through Committee). 


Ouse (Lower) Improvement. 
March 31.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Brrts,—Hallett’s Estate; West Lancashire Railway (Capital). 


Bills Read a Third Time. Wednesday... 
Parvare Brius.—Llanfairfechan Water; South Stockton Local Board; | Thureday .,.....+.. +005 1 





4 aK fess eno quid te Geaue tek de COs ee et DS ee 

‘ees are ns and the revenue, whereas in 

LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. the case of a clerk torn judge of the Ohanseey Division the fees are paid 

Ser to the clerk himself. It was ultimately resolved that a petition should 
Mag fil Bd» Sd i ictld pro a aking Sata foe en lee eappling’ such /ne 

— Bi . sho a ture su uch note 
Consolidated Fund (No. 1) (also read a third time). should be peldierihen. . se 

Bills Read a Third Time. 
Parvare Brrus.—West Cheshire Water; Nar Valley Drainage ; Scottish 
Im Insurance Company, 
aluation (Metropolis) Amendment, 
New Bill. COURT .PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURKE, 
Rota of REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date, Covne op ¥. 0, Bacow, 5, Pustinn 


APPRAL. 






7 Mr. Teesdale Mr. Clowes Mr, 

8 F Koe Fate 
9 Teesdale Clowes 

0 Parrer 


Koe 
Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Curry, Noata Pearson 


Monday, April ecvcvocece 7 Mr, Pemberton Mr. J 
: 8 Ward 





eckson Nr. Lavie 


Tuesday ..... 
Bills Read a Third Time. Wednesday... oe 9 Pemberton Jackson Lavie 
Private Brriu.—Tees Conservancy. Thuraday .essecceeveere 10 Ward Cobby Carrington 


Local Government Provisional Orders. 


Private Brtt.—Rickmansworth Water. 
City of Norwich (Mousehold Heath) (Provisional Order). 
Metropolitan Commons (Provisional Order). 
Isle of Man Harbours. 
Fresh Water Fiskeries Act Amendment. 
; Bills Read a Third Time. 
* Parvare Brtits.— Walker and Wallsend Gas; West Derby Local Board ; 
Teign Valley Railway. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS, 


' ; The Easter Vacation will commenca on Friday, the 11th day of April, and 
April 1.--Bills Read a Second Time. terminats on ‘T'ursday, the 15th day of April, 1884, both days inclasive. 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES, 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


presented Mar 27, directed 


March 27.—Bill in Committee. Borax Company, Limrrep.—Petition for vintieg arn oa 


Roxy of Man Harbours (passed through Committee and read a third 
e). 
Bills Read a Third Time. 


Bankruptcy Appeals (County Court). an cond - 
28 


Parvate Brits. — Kingston-upon-Hull Corporation Water ; Mersey Docks 
and Harbour Board ; West Ham Local Board. 
March 28.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
‘Army (Annual). 
New Bill. 


Bill to declare and explain the 68th section of the Waterworks Clauses 
Act, 1847 (Mr. Torrens). 
March 31.—Bills Read a Second Time. 


to be heard before Pearson, J., on April 5. 
solicitors for the petitioner 


GROSVENOR GALLER 


yy Lrprary, Luorep.—Petition for up, presented 
Mar 27, directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on April 5. Gave’ and Cave, 


Walbrook, solicitors for the ioner 
Kk, petiti 


Y, Liarep.—Petition 
to be heard before Chitty, J., on 
tioner 


Mona BREWERY COMPANY, — 


for 


April 5 Sailer and Oo, 


Salters’ Hall ct, solicitors for the peti! 
Lutrep.— Creditors ved, on or before April 
:? of their debts 


28, to send their names and addresses, and 
claims, to Mr. Albert Allanson, St David’s rd, 


York Cu 





CLUB, — on for 
heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, April 5. 
agents for Lamb and Evett, Brighton, solicitors 1 


or 
. May 7 at 12 is 


8, 
inted for h and adjudicating the debts and claims 
See a CMITED Petites ion UD, ted Mar 24, directed to be 


and Bull, row, 
(Gazette, Mar. 28.) 


Patvatz Bris.—Bolton-le-Sands and Warton Reclamation; Bradb Cc . Lowrrep.—Holders of 
8 m. tio radbury | Brrrish GUARDIAN LIFE ASSURANCE COMPANY, policies 


and Lomax’s Patent; Burry Port and North-Western Junction Railway ; 

Tondon Southern Tramways (Extensions); North London Tramways; 

Croydon, Norwood, Dulwich, and London Railway; London and South- 
Western Railway. 

Bills Read a Third Time. 

Parvate Bris.—Barrmill and Kilwinning Railway ; Denbighshire and 


a) 
Shropshire Junction Railway; Longton Extension; Rochdale Corpora- c 


tion ; Severn Bridge and Forest of Dean Central Railway. 


April 1.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Married Women’s Property Act Amendment. 





LEGAL NEWS. 


What is believed to be the first prosecution of an alleged fraudulent 
debtor under the new Bankruptcy Act took place on Monday before the 
ee County Justices. The prisoner was committed to the assizes 


Ta the House of Commons on Tuesday, in answer to Mr. Norwood, Sir 
W. Harcourt said that the question of the two judges of the Probate Divi- 
sion going on circuit was under consideration, and that he would repre- 
sent to the Lord Chancellor the views of the hon, member as to the inex- 
pediency of that practice. 


The Bar Committee have appointed a — sub-committee, consisting 
of one Queen’s Counsel and four juniors, for the p of watching the 
Operation of the new Judicature and Bankruptcy Rules. Members of the 

in whose practice cases may occur in which the new rules work un- 
satisfactorily are invited to bring such cases to the attention of the a 
sub-committee by communicating with the hon. secretary, Mr. 8, H. S. 
thouse, Farrar’s-building, Temple. 


The Daily News states that a meeting of judges’ clerks was recently 


to take into consideration the existin, 
sarki es tng, Sopaidaration tbo. existing veguletions nelgectinn Be 








and creditors are required, 


dresses, and th waits OF che pote te eoepant ‘Ghapect claim, and 
and the of the ies in res ey 
the amounts of yemiamne paid thereon respectively, to Mr. Edward Hart, 4, 


Moorgate st 


BRISTOL, CLIFTON, AND WEST OF ENGLAND CO-OPERATIVE SUPPLY ASSOCIATION 
ND ] N Market, Lurep.—Chi 2 J has. b an order, dated Mar 21 
AND PROVISION itty. -4 oe ie] 





peseees Stephen Tryon, Albion chmbrs, 
iquidator ‘ 


HARLES 
at 12, at his chambers, for the 
Co. RD HeMaTITE [RON ORE MPANY, 


¥ 


DraKE AND COMPANY, Lamrren.— Kay. J» hes Sued. Teseiay, April 8, 
ap. tment of an official liquidator : 
Loarep. — By an order made 


LEFO! 
Bacon, pian Pa Mar 22, it was ordered that the company be wound up. 


Coburn and 
Mona BREWERY COMPANY, LIMITED.— 


V.C., 
* epogeees Mr. Albert Allanson, St David's rd, 
quidator 


PyRaMID ELECTRIC Lnurep.—Petition for 


CoMPANY, 
27, directed to be heard before Bacon, cae So April 26. A 


pl, agents for Collins, Ross, solicitors for 
ULVERSTO: 


, Leadenhall st, solicitors for the 
COR = Bacon, vc Lb ag one 


winding presented Mar 
Siiaberoesh, Ely 


Mrninc CoMPaNy, —Kay, J., has, by an order, dated Ma 
19, appomted Stephen Hart Jackson, ivenes, to be oficial liquidator ¥ 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Lonpon Gas ENGINE SYNDICATE.—Petition for winding up, presented Mar 26, 


Pearson, 
Winchester st solicitor for the petitioner 


TrusT AND AGENCY any.—Chitty, J., has fixed 
~~} cial liquidator 


chambers, for the appointment of an offi 


J., on Saturday, April 5. Parker, Great 


Friday, April 4, at 12, at his 
(Gazette, March 38. 


County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


FENISCOWLES PAPER MILL ANY, LimtTED.—Petition for wi up, La 


17, at 10.90. Addleshaw and Warburton, 


Comp. 
sented Mar 90, directed to be heard befure fhe 
Courts, Manchester, on Monday. 
Manchester, solicitors for the petitioner 


(@azette, March 28.) 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Dvucrz BRIpGE PERMANENT 


tion for 
Rycroft and 


Bsnerir Buiiprne Socrery.—Peti! winding 
. March 29, directed to be heard before Fox-Bristowe, V.C., on 
i er = E Pickin he 


the Assize Courts, Strangeways, Manchester. 
chester, solicitors for the petitioner 


(Gazette, April 1.) 


Farenpiy Sociustims Dissonvep. 


Squurr op Bacenanre Love, Ourdinaite iat tan, 


(Gazette, March 28.) 
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CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
, Marx, Mossley, York, Gent. April 25. Andrew v Kershaw, Chitty, J 
, Ashton under L; 
emgre Invize, eek! lackburn, Lancaster. April 17. Jardine v Cook, 
Sitwell v Sitwell, Kay, J 


J. Withers, 
anit, SITWELL, GEORGE FREDERICK, York, Captain. May 1. 
[ Gazette, March 25.) 


ae Great George st, Westminster 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
. LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


AYLES, JOHN GEORGE oes. Bassett, Southampton, Retired Major-General. 
Apr 2%. Stead and Co, Romsey, 
, ISAAC, Coleshill st. Apr 15. ogg oe ding Tina. Gresham bldgs 
Brrp, WILLIAM, age Cumberland pl, Esq Freeman and Bothamley, 
Queen s st, Lon 


CHEEK, JOHN. _~ see hill rd, Regent’s park, Esq. May 31. Watson and Co, 
rd, Hammersmith 
a Hathersage, Derby, Gent. June 30. Broomhead and Co, 


es oa, Alvechurch, Worcestershire, Yeoman. May 6. Wright 
Cogan, este ns Fi eee s rd, Twickenham. May 1. Nye and Greenwood, 
mre iy Seal Chart, Sevenoaks, Kent, Farmer, May 3. 


ee Basinghall st 


Apr 31. 


Exam, Lucy, Sedburgh. SVork. Apr 30. Matthews, Tickhill, York 
Co, Dorchester 
Yours and Co, Sheffield 
e 
JaMES, WILLIAM FREDERIC, Forest hill, Kent. Apri8. Berry and Co, Chancery 
Kresy, CuRisToPuEr, Hailif; land an Foster, Halifax 
MappEN, THOMAS Deny’s, ey 
SraNDEN, James, Horsmonden, Kent, Farmer. Apr25. Hinds and Son, Goud- 
Goldring, White Lion st, Norton Folgate nar. 
Batrersby, JAMES, Bury, Lancaster, Caretaker of Offices. May 1. Harper, 
Cox, Exiza, 
bey RoseEzt, Tollington park, Holloway,Gent. Apr 30. Cheltenham Gray’s 
a Newport, Monmouth, Oil and Grease Merchant. 
Mill 4 
i “ on er and Co, Salters? 
ay 15. 
= ee y ompson and Debenhams, 


, JOHN Captain 94th Regiment. June 24. Field and Sons, 
ors 
Harpine, Resecca WuitTe, Bradford, Peverill, Dorset. Apr28. Andrew and 
Hawke, GzorGE, Sheffield, Butcher, May 1. 
Horeoop, THOMAS, Rotherham, York, t. ay 13. Oxley and Coward, 
JAMES, aay amo Saran LAWFORD, Forest hill, Kent. Apr 18. Berry and Co, 
cpa, BENJAMIN, Leeds, Watchmaker. Apr 21. Walker and Tweedale, 
KE1s0, STEPHEN WRIGHT, ee. Merchant. apr 21. ry, Liverpool 
ax, — aw S. 
Las, Saxe, Chariton, ". June 24. Retired a 
tain. 

Bassett and Co, Southampton * ay 9 
— Epwakrp, Beckenham, "Kent. May 10. Marshall, Theobald’s rd, Gray’s 
Sypecame Tuomas, Darlington, Tobacco Manufacturer. May 8. Dunn and 
Waters, SAMUEL, Hounslow, Retired Officer of Inland Revenue. 
WOLSTENHOLME, Nancy, *Summerseat, Lancaster. Apr 28. Grundy, Bury. 

[ Gazette, Mar. 25.} 
MARGARET, Exeter. Apr 23. Neish and Howell, Watlin 
Cheltenham. May 1. Winterbotham and Co, Chelte 
Fume, Louisa, Cookham, Berks. May 31. Simonds and Goolden, New inn, 
GEARON, MARGARET, Bloomsbury st, Oxford st. May 7. Gibson, Lincoln’sinn 
Goss, 
Vaughan, N 
Gray, HENEY, idenhead, Berks, Carman. Apr 21. 
on 
Hai, JANE, Statins’, Essex. 
Hagnis, Wir110%, North grove, Highgate, Esq. Apr2i. Wordsworth and Co, 
Hanvey, Joun Tartzy, Torquay, Builder. May 1. Hooper and Wollen, Tor- 


quay 
Hory, 5 Meetea, ere gardens, South Kensington, Esq. Apr 30. Scott, 
Kezwsy, Louisa, Philip’s terrace, Ken . 
oe ip’s sington. May 9. Smith and Sons, Furni 


OsEs, Clewer, re agg Pensioner. Apr 24. Long and Co, Windsor 
1AM, Derby, Plumber. May 10. Sale and Mills, Derby 
LEWIs, JOHN, Seana, Hereford, Miller. ay 1. Lloyd and Son, Leominster 
DIARSDEN, jouy Buxzaxrx, Belgrave rd, 8.W., Solicitor. May 12. Marshall, 
——, CHARLES, Ayton, Norfolk, Esq. May 18. Overbury and Gilbert, 
Motiser, Tuomas, Sutherland place, Pimlico, Gent. May 8. Hall and Co, 


Peacock. GzorcE, Starcross, Devon, Esc. May1. Bishop and Son, Exeter 
oye, Seeaeans, Westmeon, Southampton, sq. June 1. Adams and Co, 


ipton 
PrrrcHakD, ZACHARIAH, Manchester, Drawing Master. Apr 30. aa Man- 
Ray, Francis, Hensting. | a May 2. 
RICHARDSON, jasees, Che Cheltenham, = ny to Gartside ae 


sapere. iia, Ravenscourt o pak, = le teat Accountant, 





SHEPPARD, WILLIAM, Fri Sanmeet, Gent. May 1. Tarrant and Mackrell, 
+ 
i > ome, y 


SARAH, Weston sub Edge, Gloucester. June 1. Ryland and Co, Bir- 
TarsEr, GrorcE, Paignton, South Devon, Esq. June 2. Sparkes and Pope, 


HITELEY, Jomav Manchester, Tanner. Py = hes Hall and Co, Manchester 


W. |ARAH B 
FBLLIAMBOR, LEED, t George in the East. May 1. 
(Gasette, Mar. 18.) 





RECENT SALES, 


At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company’s sale, held on 
the 3rd inst., at their rooms, 58, Lombard-street, City, the follo 
among the prices obtained : —Lisbon-Berlyn (Transvaal Gold), 17s. 64; 
Past Tirito Consolidated Silver, 10s. ; Commercial Bank of Ans. 
tralia, £4 paid, £6 5s.; National Liberal Land £5, at ; Denver’ Gold 
Mine, 2s, 3d.; Nine Reefs, 4s.; Broadway Gold, Bs. "La Plata, 6s, ; 
Hoover Hill, ‘4s. ; and other miscellaneous shares fetched fair prices. 





—_— 





SrratrorD-vpon-Avon, Towcester, AND Mipranp Junction Ratmway 
Company.—Subscriptions are invited for £160,000 five per cent. shares of 
£10 each, which, when fully paid up, will be converted into stock to be 
called perpetual ’rent-charge interest, guaranteed stock. The interest is 
guaranteed by a charge of £8,000 per annum secured on the net 
of the East and West Junction ean ty in priority. The price is £100 
porriienel certificate of ten shares of £10 each. The proceeds of 

ue will be applied to the relaying and a of the. East and West 
* unction Railway. It is stated that the shares now offered will also 
participate in surplus profits. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

BaLFour.—March 26, at 14, Great Stuart-street, Edinburgh, the wife of the 
Right Hon. John Blair Balfour, M.P., Lord Advocate of Pe tianl of of a son. 

JonEs.—March 26, at Bryn y mor, Hastings, the wife of C. Davenport Jones, ofa 
son. 

Pe — tate 28, at 2, Mount-vale, York, the wife of Joseph Peters, solicitor, 
of a son 

WaLTON.—March 26, at 21, Campden-grove, tel the wife of John 

Lawson Walton, barrister-at-law, ef a daughte: ’ 


PROCTER—J EAFFRESON 
are, joe 


MARRIAGE. 
ww.—April 1, Cigistophes William Cecil Procter, of 25, Old- 
's-inn, barrister-a' 
Jeaftreson, of Bridewell Royal D Hosp 


Blanche Annette, daughter of Ain 


DEATH. 
GacHEs.—March 31, at the Mansion — Peterborough, William Danie 
Gaches, solicitor and town clerk, aged 63. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE RANKRUPTOY Act. 1883. 
Fray, aa Merch ae 8, 18 
Redicey George, Gerentey. Warwickshire, ) omy ‘Agent. Coventry. Pet Mar 
Ord Mar 26. pril 22 at 11 
Bates, W William Texan Apr George, Gravesend, Grocer. Rochester. Pet Mar 25. Ord 


ril 7 at 2.30 
Beedham, Braylesford H , Kimbolton, Huntingdonshire, Solicitor. High 
pcr og Pet far 25. Exam April 30 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s im 


‘eb 13. Ord 

Bingham, Wal Wolter, Yotnetey, Steflordahire, Tea Dealer. Walsall. Pet Mar 
B: ‘eile. ‘Thomas, 8 aay B arwickshire, Farmer. Birmingham. Pet Feb % 
Burton, Segphen, } a Loughborough, Lek Leicestershire, Seedsman. Leicester. Pet 


Mar 25 7 at 10 
Chest, Charles Frank, Charlton oe Gloucestershire, of no occupation. 
Cheltenham. Pet Mar 25. Ord Mar 25. Exam April 18 at 12 
Dalglish, Drummond Walker, 3 Not hill terrace, Kensin High 
Court. Pet Feb 27. Ord Mar 25. Exam April 30 at 11 at 34, L coin’s inn 
elds 
Dearden, Richard me Southport, Lancashire, Hairdresser. Liverpool. Pet 
Mar7. Ord Mar 26 xam April 7 at 12 
En; —y Cae, Sheerness, Builder. Rochester. Pet Mar 25. Ord Mar &. 


Gamble, ‘John’ 0 Foun, Loughborough, Leicestershire, Innkeeper. Leicester. Pet 
Mar Mar 25. Exam May7 at 10 

eu J 5 Joweph, Wertbromwich, Staffordshire, Oldbury. Pet Mar2. 

Mar 21 xam April 

Hashim, Khalil, Manchseter, Merchant. Manchester. Pet Mar 26. Ord Mar 2%. 
Exam April 7at 2.15 

Hayes, John Thomas, Castle st, Holborn, Book Edge Gilder. High Court. Pet 

incoln’s inn fields 


ar 25. Ord Mar 25. Exam April 26 at 11 at 34, 
chester. Pet Mar 24. Ord Mar 
24, Exam April7 at 2.30 


Hellewell, Herbert, Manchester, eer, 
Hemmens, Ro ae Nottinghamshire, Glass Dealer. Nottingham, 
Pet Mar 2%. Ord M Exam A: April 2 . 
Hewitt, Jane, = —y ye vision Dealer. High Court. Pet Mar 2% 
Ord Mar 25. Exam April 25 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
= ae. — Woolsorter. Bradford. Pet Mar 25. Ord Mar %. 
al 


Jenk Monmouthshire, Grocer. Tredegar. Pet Mar 2. 
Grd Mae 2. Hxam Apel 10 si 


Brewer. 


"aoe Geo: on, Tailor. Bangor. Ret Mar #4. Ord Mar 2% 
Exam A) ~ Lu 2 at a3 
fon | Lawes, Charles Ry ae Michael’s grove, Brompton, Sculptor. High Court. 
Exam April 24 at 11 at 34, ’s inn fields 
Leech, Arthur, eas ca er Lyme, Solicitor. ‘Hanley. Pet Mar 8. 


Mar 2%. Exam April 23 ots 11 at t Townhall, 

Pa John George, Camberwell rd, Fancy Draper. High Court. Pet Mar 2%. 
Ord 2. Exam April 24 at 11 at 34, Linvoln's inn fiel 

Pownall, Hannah, Oldham, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Oldham, Pet Mar 14, Ord 
Mar 24. aye "April 17 at 11 

Richardson, Jo h, Fancley, Warwis shire, Basket Maker. Birmingham. Pet 
xan 

Rowbottom. soem, New Mills, Derbyshire, Cotton Spinner. Stockport. Pet Mar 


2%. Ord Exam April 18 at 11 
Liskeard, Bornwall, Saddler East Stpnehouse. Pet Mar 2%. 


pel Edw April 18 at 12 







geFge 


E 


uPokFreGrereag crete 


ered 








of the 
28, Of a 
licitor, 

John 


5, Old- 
Alfred 


Daniel 


t Mar 
5. Ord 


He 
t Mar 
‘eb 2. 


ation. 


ar 2. 
Pet 
ar 21, 
ar 26. 
Pet 
1 Mar 


ar 24, 
2. 
r 24, 
r 24. 
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on, Edward, Birmingham. ies, Commmbaciel Teveian, Birmingham. Pet Mar 
Salomon, Eawar Exam April 24 

Isaac Gower, Alburgh, Norfolk, Farmer. Ipswich. Pet Mar 24, Ord 
ima, Exam April 7 at 12.30 

Tiley. George, Bath, Fruiterer. Bath. Pet Mar 20. Ord Mar 25. Exam April 


Sat 12 


Wells, William Edwin, Chislehampton, Oxfordshire, Farmer. Oxford. Pet Mar 
q Ord Mar 24. Ord "Mar 24. Exam April 24 at 12.30 
3 agin 8 ng penitee, E Herefordshire, Farmer. Leominster. Pet 
Ord Mar xam : 
Suneld, Joue, ning out of hn ag Leeds. Pet Mar24. Ord Mar24. Exam 
April 9 at 1 


Wingate, David, Gloucester, Builder. Gloucester. Pet Mar 25. Ord Mar 25. 


Wot. Waite --'\ ame Retired Licensed Victualler. Manchester. Pet Mar 
“#4. Exam April 7 at 
First MEETINGS. 


Arden, Alwynne Hills, Stafford, Brewer. April 10 at 12. London and North 
Western Hotel, Stafford 

Baddeley, George, Coventry, Warwickshire, House Agent. April 8 at 11. Official 
pe Williaa Ro ordan Gent Coventry 


mons Geese Seeupe, Gravesend, Grocer. April 7 at 12.30. Official Re- 


er, East; 
<n Walter, ee Staffordshire, Tea Dealer. April 5 at 11. Official 
Receiver Bridge st, Walsall 
Bradley, Thomas, Shirley, Warwickshire, Farmer. April 9 st 11. Luke Jesson 
Sharp, ’ Whitehall chbrs, Colmore row, Birmingham 
- Aas 8 at 2. Messrs 


Burton, Ste. bepnen, icagnbocougs Leicestershire, 
pril 4 at 12.30. achhoroneh Moore, County 


Deane and Hands, Solicitors, ‘Townhall e, Lough 
Geopell, Thomas Dare, Bath, Butcher. 
Dearden, Richard Henry, Southport, Lancashire, Hairdresser. April 7 at 3. Offi- 
cial Receiver, Lisbon ldgs, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Eage, John William, Derby, Furniture Dealer, April4at3. Official Receiver, 
St James’s chmbrs, Der rby : 
England, Charles, Sheerness, Builder. April 7 at 11.30. Official Receiver, East- 
te, Rochester 
English, John, and Maxwell George Henry Silverthorne, Creer, Thames st. 
rs. April4at12. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
icestershire, Innkeeper. April 8 at 12.30. 
passage, Loughburoug! 


Groce: 
Gamble, John Tom, Loughborough, 
Messrs Deane and Hands, Solicitors. Townhall h 
George, Joseph, West Bromwich, Staffordshire, Retail Brewer. April 4 at 11. At 
the Court-house, Oldbury 
Hellewell, Herbert, Sahtheoter, Engineer. April 7 at 3. The Court-house, 
a st, pfanchester 
aes Urmston, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler. April 4 at 11.30 
ea ecciver Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
nok donee Broads' , Jeweller. April 5 at 1.30. 72, High st, Ramsgate 


Johnson, William Goode, jun, Nottingham, in the employ of the Midland 
Hosiery Company. April 4at 12. Official Receiver, Exchange walk, Notting- 


Keates, George Alfred, Carnarvon, Carnarvonshire, Tailor. April 5 at 12. Official 
Receiver, Cry pt chmbrs, Chester 3 
Uewellyn, Alired, Penarth, Glamorganshire, Printer. April 9 at 12, Official 


Receiver, 2, Bute crescent, Cardiff 

Marshall, Absolom, Chippenham mews, Harrow rd, Carman. 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Platt, Augustus, Mynyddysllwyn, Monmouthshire, Gent. April 8 at 12.30. 
Hotel, Broad st, Builth, Breconshire 

Pownall, Hannah, Oldham, Lancashire, Innkeeper. April 13 at 3. Townhall, 


m 
Richardson, Joseph, Fazeley, Warwickshire, Basket Maker. April § at 11. Offices 
meake Jesson Sharp, Whitehall chbrs, Colmore row. Birmingham 
Deper. Edward, Kegworth. Leicestershire, Market Gardener. April 4 at 3. 
essrs Deane and Hands, Townhall passage, Loughborough 
Rowbottom, John, New Mills, Derbyshire, Cotton Spinner. April 8 at 11. White 


Lin Hotel, Stockport 
Russell, Edwin, Liskeard, Cornwall, Saddler. AprilSat3. Official Receiver, 18, 
Franktuont st, Plymouth 
Snape, Samuel, Manchester, Produce Merchant. April4at2. Official Receiver, 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 


April 5 at 12. 33, 


Lion 


on, Edward, Birmingham, Commercial Traveller. April9at3. Offices of 
Luke Jesson Sharp, Whitehall chmbrs, Colmore row, Birmingham 
‘man, Isaac Gower, Alburgh, Norfolk, Farmer. April 4 at4.15. The Magpie 


tel, Harleston 
Stamp. ne ohn, and William § Pian, Barton upon Humber, Lincolnshire, Joiners. 
Apri 4ati11. The Hall of the Hull Incorporated Law Society, Buwialley lane, 


Thompson, Cornelius Hart, Reading, Corn Factor. Apriliat3. Official Re- 
ceiver, 109, Victoria st, Westminster 
George, Bath, Fruiterer. April4at2. Mr. R. H. Moore, County Court, 


er, fe, Henry, Abertillery, Monmouthshire, Clerk in Holy Orders. April 4 at 
County Court Office, ‘Tredegar 

Walls, William Edwin, Chislehampton, Oxfordshire, Farmer. April 8 at 11.30. 
Official Receiver, 126, High st, Oxford 

White, pegs Henry, Weston, Pembridge, Herefordshire, Farmer’ 
2.30. ial Receiver, 2, Offa: st, Herefor 

Wintielt. 7 ‘ohn, Leeds, out of business. April 8 at 11. 
Andrew’s chmbrs, 22, Park row, Leeds 


April7 at 
Official Receiver, St 


ADJUDICATIONS, 
Bower. George, eens, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. Huddersfield. Pet 
Mar 11.. Ord Mar 
ell, Henry. Derb by, . Coppersmith. Derby. Pet Mar11. Ord Mar 24 
Edward, Keighley, Yorkshire, Joiner. Bradford. Pet Mar10. Ord 


Cham, Richard, et jams rd, Poplar, Lodging House Keeper. High 
Degeatt, Cha Charles, Matley, Cheshire, Brewer. Ashton under Lyne. Pet Feb 16. 
Bawar, John, Pwllheli, Carnarvonshire, Baker. Bangor. Pet Feb 27. Ord 
Haiewel Herbert, Manchester, Engineer. Manchester. Pet March 2. Ord 
ext ene Birkenhead, Cheshire, Paint Dealer. Pet March 
Halidy, Mary, Urmston, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler. Manchester. Pet 
Holroyd, Micah, Bradford, Woolsorter. Bradford. Pet March 25.. Ord March 
Manning, jie, and John Manning, Oxford, Builders. Oxford. Pet March 11. 
olive William, Woolwich, Boot Dealer. Greenwich. Pet Feb 29. Ord March 
Peach, Robert Atkyns, Castletown mt West Kensington, Retired Captain. 


High Court. Pet any 24. Ord March 
on Thomas Kent, Belsize sq, amaenend Artist. High Court. Pet Feb 14. 


rer 


Liverpool. 








oe es con cae ae Kendal. Pet Fe 
Sewyer, William, Bradford, Glass Dealer. Bradford. Pet March 7. Ord March 
Seaith, Jobe. Droylsden, Lancashire, Soieet. Ashton under Lyne. Pet March 5. 


wt peel, Monchonte, Produce Merchant. Manchester. Pet March 21. 
Thompson, John, and William Manwe Nottingham, Stonemasons. Notting- 
ham Pet F Feb bs Ord March ey 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
yar Re 1884. 
Deveria, Paul, New Broad st, Silk Merchant. High Court. Pet Mar 27. Ord Mar 
28. Exam May 8 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s iun fields 
| ay re ale, Lancashire, Joiner. Oldham. Pet Mar 28. Ord Mar 
Bowen, Janes, Sunderland, Draper. Sunderland. Pet Mar 27. Ord Mar 27. Exam 
p at 
Capes, Robert Freshney, Newark upon Nottingham, Tobacconist. Not- 
tingham. Pet Mar 27, Ord Mar 21; Exam April 2 
Cro per. John, — Derbyshire, Builder. Chesterfield. Pet Mar 27. Ord 


Exs: 7 
Cubby John Carlisie, Pig Dealer. Catlisle. Pet Mar 18. Ord Mar #7. Exam 
April 10 at 11 ee pte estan, Canter 
Gilbert, William. yr ated no occupation. Canterbury. Pet Mar 
Insurance it, Bir- 
Sore Serge eeareat hee Lom 
Hart, William, Hertford, out of business. Hertford. Pet Mar 29. Ord 
Mar 29. Exam Aprii 19 at 12 
Hickman, Sampees ph, Handsworth, Staffo rdshire, Manufacturing Jeweller. 


a Pet Mar 29. Ord Mar 29. Exam April 24 
Hedovs, ‘liam, Loughborough, Leicestershire, mmonger, Leicester. Pet 


Mar 29. Exam May 7 at 10 
J ones Richart gals Shropshire, Grocer. Madeley. Pet Mar27. Ord Mar 
Swansea. Pet Mar 28. Ord Mar 
Exam A: 


Lewire, Martin a a Swansea, Boot Maker. 

Mawson nny Wate, Wigan, Accountant. Wigan. Pet Mari7. Ord Mar 27. 
Exam April 10 at 10.30 

, James, Newton Valence, eaten, Farmer. Winchester. Pet Mar 
23. Ord Mar29. Exam April 16 at 

ey Henry, Ampfield, ‘Hampshire, ae Winchester. Pet Mar29. Ord 

Mar 29. Exam April 16 at 10 

Powell. John, Daventry, Northamptonshire, Carrier. Northampton. Pet Mar 11. 
Ord Mar 29. Exam April 23 

Rhead, Henry, Fenton, MStaifordshire, Grocer. Stoke upon Trent. Pet Mar 27. 
Ord Mar 27. Exam April 9 at 3.45 

Sharp, John Cardingley, Millbridge, Liversedge, Yorkshire. Boot Maker. 
bmg 7 Pet Mar 2, Ord Mar 28. Exam April 29 

Simmons, Barnett Moses, Lanhill rd. St Peter's Park, Paddington, Looking 
Glass Maker. High Court. Pet Mar 28. Ord Mar 28. Exam April 29 
at 11 at 34, Linecoln’s inn fields 

Soares, Alexander Jacintho. St Benet’s 
— Pet Feb 26, Ord Mar 27 
tie 

Stoker, William, Wolverhampton, 5 occupation. Wolverhampton. Pet Mar 
27. Ord Mar 28. Exam April 22 at 

Taylor, Charles, and John Weleaen Merthyr Tydfil, Architects. Merthyr 
Tydtil. Pet Mar 26. Ord Mar 27. Exam April 4 

Varty, Calvert, Birkenhead, Grocer. Birkenhead. Pet Mar 29. Ord Mar 29. 
Exam April 9 at It 

Vowles. William, Thornbury, Gloucestershire, Baker. Bristol. Pet Mar 27. 
Ord Mar 27. Exam April 24 

Watts, John, Newark upon Trent, eT area Shoemaker. Nottingham. 

Pet Mar 27. Ord Mar 27, Exam April 22 

Williams, Walter, Wrexham, Denbighshire, Tobacconist. Wrexham. Pet Mar 

Wiii Ord Willisea, P Penyraig. : Pontypridd, Colliery Proprietor. Po: idd. 
YiJliams, am, Peny: nr Pon ery r. mtypri 
Pet Mar 28. Ord Mar 29 xam rents 18 at 12 

The following Amended Notice is substituted for that published in the London 

Gazette of the 18th March, 1584. 

Watts, James Laurence, Pembroke Dock, Sculptor. Pembroke Dock. Pet Mar 
15. Ord Mari5. Exam Apri! 8 at 12 

The following Amended Notice is substitute] for that published in the London 

azette of the 2ist March, 1884. 

Lateulere, Jean, Little St Andrew’s st, Seven Dials, Boot Dealer. High 

const, Pet Mar 13. Ord Mar 17. Exam April 24 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
e 


First MEETINGS. 
“Ny Henry, Rochdale, Lancashire, Joiner. Apr 10 at 3,30. Townhall, Roch- 


Barer, William, Clement’s lane, Manager of a Joint Stock Company Limited. 
Apr !0atil. Bankruptcy bldgs, High Court of Justice, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 


iun fields 
Capes, Robert Freshney, Newark on Trent, Tobacconist. Apri0at12. Official 
Charltem King’s, Gloucestershire, no occupation. Aprs 


oe F an ers, Exchau uge Gali: walk, Nottingham 
at4. County Court, Cheltenham 





1, Gracechurch st, Iron Merchant. 
xam April 29 at 11 at 34, Lincoln's inn 


Clarke, Charles Fra 
Cubby, John, Carlisle, Pig Dealer. Apr 10 at 3. 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
Eatson, William, Staincross, nr Barnsiey, Yorkshire, Ale Bottler. Apr 9 at 12. 
Haddac, Charles Samuel, Handsworth, Staffordshire, Insurance Agent. 
at 1', ‘Official Receiver, Whitehall chbrs. Colmore row, Birming 
Official Receiver, Ogden’s 
chbrs, Bridge S.. Manchester 
Hommes, Robert, Mansfielki. Nottinghamshire, Glass Dealer. Apr 9 at 11. 
andsworth, Staffordshire, Jeweller. 
Official Receiver, Whitehall chbrs, Colmore row, Birmingbam 


County Court Hall, Regent st, Barnsley 
Apr 16 
Hashim, Khalil, Manchester, Merchant. Apr Sat 11, 
cial Receivers, Exch walk, Nottingham 
April 16 at °, 
Holroyd, Micah, Bradford, Draper. April 8 at11.30, Mitre Hotel, Cathedral gates, 


Manchester 
edocs ome my pboreash. pigicastaree. Ironmonger. April 9 at 12. 
Hicial Recei ver, 28, Friar Jane, Leicester 


A Josiah, Rhymney, Monmouthshire, Grocer, April 10 at 12. County 
Lee Office, Tredegar 
Legge. Martin Charles, 8 Swansea, Boot Maker. April12 at 11. Official Receiver. 
6, Rutland a Swansea 

Mawson, John Yates, Wigan, Accountant. April 10 at 11. County Court Didgs 


Meadows, Frederick, Seltbaret ra. St John’s Wood, Boot Maker. April 10 ‘at 
‘s-inn-fields 


Bankruptcy bic a Court of Justice, Portugal st, Lincoln 
Rhead, Henry, Fenton, Ishi-e, Grocer. April 9 at 2.30. North Stafford 
Station Hie rte, Stoke ont ent 


eS iam, Wolve {se no occupation. April 16 at 11. Official Re- 


Taylor, 0 or, wrth and he Forrester Me ter, Merthre Taal, Architects, April 9 @t 12. 
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Varty, Calvert, Birkenhead, Grocer. “April 9 at2. Official Receiver, 48, Hamil- 
ton sq; Birkenhead 
Vieni William, Thornbury, Gloucestershire Baker. April 24 at 1.,, Official 


Bank chbrs, Corn 
Vers coon, Ne aoe on rent, Shoemaker. April 10 at 11. Official Receiver, 
orter. April1i0at1. Bankruptcy 


ams sficheel, Fs h st neil, peggeaite Im 
page 3 of by ok gal st, coln’s inn fields 


alter, Wrexham, Denbighshire, Tobacconist, April9 at 12. Official 
bk ly Reoetnér, Cr Ploveeste Builder. April 8 at 12. Official Receiver, 84, Barton 
Wood, sae, i, Storrington, Sussex, no business. April 9 at 12. 16°, North 
Wood, a Wheat Sheaf Inn; Manchester, Licensed Victualler. April 8 at 2. 
Official Receiver, Ogden chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 


Bale, William, King st, Golden pong ann Victualler. High Court. Pet Feb 
Bates, William Roger George, Gravesend, Grocer. Rochester. Pet Mar 25. 
Blackburn, William, Blackburn, Cotton “pinner. Blackburn. Pet Feb 22. Ord 
Bey Thomas, Shirley, Warwickshire, Farmer. Birmingham. Pet Feb 28. 
Comting, George Roomaill, ur Batley, Yorkshire, Boiler Maker. Dewsbury. Pet 


Ord Mar 
oak Davia, Birming zham, Builder. Birmingham. Pet Feb18s. Ord Mar 18 
fi Barnet. Pet Feb 13. 


Dell, Charles, Chipping Barnet, Hertfordshire, Farmer. 

Dodsworth, Martin, Malton, Ycrkshire, Joiner. Scarborough. Pet Mar7. Ord 

—— ae, Staincross, nr Barnsley, Ale Bottler. Pet Mar 22. 

England Charles, Sheerness, Builder. Rochester, Pet Mar 25. Ord Mar 29 

Peere, is Isaac, Broadfield, Dalston, Cumberland, Farmer. Carlisle. Pet Mar 1. 

rr Charles, Barnet, South Mims, Brewer. Pet Mar 27. Ord 

Galliers, George Tomkins, King’s Pyon, Herefordshire, Farmer. Hereford. Pet 
Mar 13. Ord Mar 28 

Grimshaw. William, Over Darwen, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler. Blackburn. 
Pet Feb 28, Ord Mar 26 

Haddan, Charles eomeal. Handsworth, Staffordshire, Insurance Agent. Bir- 
mingham. Pet Marit. Ord Mar 28 

Jackson, Joseph, and Thomas Wood, Gicsoop, Derbyshire, Builders. Ashton- 


under-Lyne. Pet March 12. Ord March 27 
Jenkins, Sanmel, Commercial rd, Stepney, Furniture Dealer. High Court. Pet 
Stockton on Tees. Pet March 7. 


Feb 27. Ord March 27 
Loge gehen, G Grangetown, Yorkshire, Grocer. 

—, Rhodes, Croft, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston. Pet March 3. Ord 
Phillips, George, Brighton, Fruit Salesman. Brighton. Pet March 20. Ord 
are ee pereniey, Northamptonshire, Carrier. Northampton. Pet March 
Cane. James, iste Draper. Birmingham. Pet March 3. Ord March 
Reid, Alexander, sen. Alexander Reid, jun, and Thomas Reid, Radcliffe, Lan- 
cashire, Chemical Makers. Bolton. Pet March 14. Ord March 29 

ee ary. Fenton, Staffordshire, Sana. Stoke-upon-Trent. Pet March 27. 


Richardson, J oseph, Fazeley, nr —— orth, Warwickshire, Basket Maker. Bir- 
mingham. rit 


Barnsley. 


Barnet. 


Mar 25. Ord Mar 
Ryan, Wil, Theobald’ s rd, China a High Court. Pet Feb 19. Ord 





ae 


orn Fordham, Cambridgeshire, “Grocer. Cambridge. Pot Matt Mar6,. 
isuieh: od Scarborough. Builder. Scarborough. Pet Mar 12. Ord Mar 23 ~ 
wm > Edwar irmingham, Commercial Traveller. Birmingham. Pet Mar 
7. Or 
‘oe William, Shonda, Gloucestershire, Baker. Bristol. Pet Mar 27, Org 
Whitaker, J: hh, Balderton, Nottinghamshire, Farmer. Nottingham. Pet 
] 6. rd Mar 28 
W! ———— Pembridge, Herefordshire, Farmer. Leominster, 
ee Walter, Wrexham, Denbighshire, Tobacconist. Wrexham. Pet Mar 
Winfield. John, Leeds, out of business. Leeds. Pet Mar24. Ord Mar 27 


‘Wood, Thomas, Manchester, Retired Licensed Victualler. Manchester. Pet 
Mar 7.° Ord Mar 29 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 

with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it “‘ the most nutritious, per- 
fectly ie beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 
Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates k-+eps for years in all climates, and is fuur 
times the s:rength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and ty exavity cHEaPeR than such 


ROBE 


Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
toe Breakfast Oup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatina a La Vanittz is the most delicate, digestible, | 

Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 
In tins at 1s. 6d., 3s., 6s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. Scuwszitzsr & Co.,10 Adam-st., Strand, Jondon, W. 


EDE AND SON, 


Papey MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London &c, 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARBISTERP. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Begis‘trars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peac 


| CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 
94, CHANCERY LANE. LONDOW 


A. GREAT SAVING to SOLICITORS @ 
wD ag ifllt ond in Office Expenses can 
b paredn their STATIONERY a 
COUN UNT OOKS at F. CORSE’S Law and Conca 
Stationery Warehouse, Bedford-raw House, 
bald’s-road, London. Judicature Foolscap = 
weight guaranteed ruled for Affidavits or Costs, 
equal to that y sold at 2is. per ream, 15s, a 
perream. Other qualities keptin stock. Brief Paper, 
14s., a, 1.3 po poke ae pet Team. ard’s Hand- 
made B: ream. Letter Copying Books 
eight dulities Kept) at wholesale prices. Deeds 
Copied. Ressemeras of 
Law Pri et Be 
tion of Ww n expeditiously an 
done.—Send for Price List and Samples toF. carrey 
Bedford-row House, London, W.C. 


UARDIAN FIRE and LIFE OFFICE. 

Head Office—11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. 
Law Courts Branch—21, Fleet-street, E.C. 

Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, £2,000,000, 




















DIRECTORS : 





Aprils, igs Be 







Established 1836. 
FIRE AND LIFK. At HOME AND ABROAD 
mpon: 1, Moorgate- ea E.C. Apespzes: 3, 


Kin 
INCOME 4 FUNDS — 


Fire Premiums ... pom ” -- £460,100 
fe bg Premiums . on. wa iai'300 


pce eats” ie we Ee "42,149,409 | 











| Fances at moderate 
li 


Oxford-¢ 
FIRE. Establisiied 1710. Home and Foreign Insu 


rate rates. 
LIFE. pene om nea 1810, Specially low rates for young 
ives. Large bo Inmate settlement claims 





| CALCUTTA ere. fey + aa MEDAL 


Margenn- n-Dentist, 57, 





‘D5. G. EL. “IUNES_ 
Gt. Russell-street, 


London, Pamphlet tree. 


-YOMMBROIAL UNION ASSUKANUL 
LEBICAL, MEDICAL, and GENERAL COMPANY.—FIRE, LIFE, Bet CHAIRMAN—JOHN G. TALBOn, Begs ur. 
LIFE "ASSURANCE SOCIETY, | Capital fully subscribed «« £2,500,000 DEPuUTY-CHAIRMAN—ALBAN G 1BBS, Esq. 
13, St, JAMES’s SQUARE, LONDON, 8. Ww. | Capital paid-up ...0.. - 250,000 | Rowland Nevitt Bennett, | John Hunter, Esq. 
| Life Fund in Special ‘Trust for Life Policy- . George Lake, Esq. 
Chairman Rt. Hon.Sir J. R. Mowsaay, Bt. M.P.,D.C.L. holders CXCOCE *...00. secccseccceercocee 909,000 Henry Bonham -Carter| Rt. Hon. G. J. Shaw- 
Annual Income 3 = £296,000 | Other Funds .....+.- -' Lefevre, M.P. 
Assurance Fund : £2,451,000 TOTAL INVESTED FUNDS “UPWARDS or’ Two Charles Wim. Curtis, weg. —- W. Lubbock, 
Established 1824, for the assurance of Healthy an LLIONS. Charles F’, Devas, E: Esc 
ingens Eve lives. Total Annual dinitan oes exceeds 1,077,000 | Sir W. R. Farquhar, John B. Martin, Esq. 
New and liberal conditions of assurance (see new | Carer Orvicns: 19 AND 20, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.c | James Goodson, Esq. 8. Hope Morley, Esq. 
). | Weer Ewp Ovvios: 8, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W | John J. Hamilton, Esq. pion: ohn Norman,Esq. 
B. NEWBATT, Actuary and Secretary. varraue | ehomson Hankey, Esq. David Powell, Esq. 
N.B.—The usual Commission allowed to Solicitors. — ‘UN FIR# AND LIFE OFFIO KS, Richard M Harvey, “+ Augustus Prevost, Esq. 
Pg DR me pianee a a—sg amet he Threadneedle street, E.C.; Charing Cross,8.W.; | Rt. mom ¢, ubbard, | Henry Vigne, 
OBTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. treet (corner of Vere-street) , W. MP. 





MANAGER OF FirE DEPARTMENT—F. J. Marsden. 
ACTUARY AND SECRETARY—T. G. C. Browne. 
thee . 2 ital at present d 1 in- 
wted eevee oe porate ag | 1.00.08 
Total Funds i ywards Of ...+... ovcce seoceqne 
sme OVer ..... sapaocahe 
N.B.—Fire Policies which exp: ired at ‘ioe BME. 
should be renewed at the Heal ore or with the 
Agents, on or before the 9th day of APRIL. 









